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FCC Form 472 / Do not write in this space. "\
Approval by OMB

3060 - 0856

"-
Universal Service for Schools and Libraries

Estimated Average Burden Hours Per Response: 1.5 hours
Please read instructions before completinQ. (To be completed by schools, libraries, or consortia.)

BILLED ENTITY APPLICANT REIMBURSEMENT FORM
For reimbursement of discounts on approved services already paid for by the Billed Entity Applicant.

Only one Service Provider Identification Number (SPIN) per form.
Must be completed and signed by the Billed Entity Applicant and signed by the relevant service provider.

Persons willfully making false statements on this fonn can be punished by fine or forfeiture, under the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. Sees. 502, 503{b), or fine or Imprisonment under Title 18 of
the United States Code, 18 U.S.C. Sec. 1001.

NOTICE TO INDIVIDUALS: Section 69.619 of the Federal Communications Commission's rules requires the fund administrator to review bms for services and to determine the amount of universal service support
to be disbursed to service providers. All schools and libraries and consortia of these entities who have received a FLnding Commitment Decisions Letter from the fund administrator and that have paid for in full the
price of eligible services which are approved for discounts, and that seek reimbursement of the discounts, must file this Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form. This Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement
Form informs the fund administrator of the amount of the discounts which the appficant has already paid and for which the applicant seeks reimbursement from its service provider. The collection of information
stems from the Commission's authority under Section 254 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. 47 U.S.C. § 254.

An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a collection of information unless It displays a currently valid OMS control number. The FCC is authorized under the
Communications Pod. of 1934, as amended, to collect the personal information we request in this form. We will use the information you provide to determine whether approving this form is in the public interest. If
we believe there may be a violation or potential violation of a FCC statute, regulation, rule or order, your form may be referred to the Federal, state, or local agency responsible for investigating, prosecuting,
enforcing or implementing the statute, rule, regulation or order. In certain cases, the information in your form may be disclosed to the Department of Justice or a court or adjudicative body when (a) the FCC; or (b)
any employee of the FCC; or (e) the United States Govemment, is a party in a proceeding before the body or has an interest in the proceeding.

If you owe a past due debt to the federal government, the taxpayer identilicatlon number and other infonnalion you provide may also be disclosed to the Department of the Treasury Financial Management Service.
other federal agencies and/or your employer to offset your salary, IRS tax refund or other payments to collect that debt. The FCC may also provide this information to these agencies through the matching of
computer records when authorized. If you do not provide the information requested on the form, your form may be retumed without action or your form may be delayed. The foregoing Notice is required by the
Privacy Act of 1974, Pub. L No. 93-579, December 31.1974,5 U.S.C. § 552, and the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, Pub. L. No. 104-13,44 U.S.C. § 3501, et seq.

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 1.5 hours per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the
data needed, completing, and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of infolmation, including suggestions for reducing the
reporting burden, to the Federal Communications Commission, Performance Evaluation and Records Management. Washington, D.C. 20554.

BLOCK 1: HEADER INFORMATION

1. 471 Billed Entity Applicant Name (30 characters maximum)
2. 471 Billed Entity Applicant Number (10 digits maximum)
3. Service Provider Identification Number (SPIN) (9 digits maximum)

4. Contact Name (30 characters maximum)
5. Contact Telephone Number (14 digits maximum)
6. Reimbursement Form Number (assigned by Billed Entity Applicant-25 characters maximum)
7. Reimbursement Form Date to SLC (mm/dd/yYYY)
8. Total Reimbursement Amount (total of Block 2, Item 15 - 14.2 digits maximum)
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Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form
For reimbursement of discounts on approved services already paid for by the Billed Entity Applicant.

471 Billed Entity Applicant Name 471 Billed Entity Applicant Number _ Contact Name _

Contact Telephone Number _ Reimbursement Form Number _

BLOCK 2: LINE ITEM INFORMATION PER FUNDING REQUEST NUMBER
9) I (10) I (11) I (12

FCC Form 471 Funding Request I Bill Frequency Icustomer Billed Oat
Application Number (FRN) (mm/yyyy)

Number (10 digits)
(10 digits) (from Funding

(from Funding Commitment
Commitment Decisions Letter)

Decisions Letter

Shipping Date
to Customer or

Last Day of Work
Performed

(mm/dd/yyyy)

14
Total (Undiscounted)
Amount for Service
(14.2 digits max.)

15
Discount Amount

Billed to SLC
(14.2 digits max.)

DO NOT WRITE IN I For each FRN, complete either Column (12)
THIS COLUMN. or Column (13), but not both Columns 14.2 digits allows for dollars and cents

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

8
9
10
11
12

13
14

TOTAL REIMBURSEMENT AMOUNT TO BE ENTERED INTO ITEM (8
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BILLED ENTITY APPLICANT Reimbursement Form
471 Billed Entity Applicant Name

471 Billed Entity Applicant Number

Contact Person Name

Contact Telephone Number

Reimbursement Form Number

Block 3: Billed Entity Applicant Certification
I certify that I am authorized to submit this Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form on behalf of the eligible schools,
libraries, or consortia of those entities represented on this Form, and certify to the best of my knowledge, information and
belief, as follows:
A. The discount amounts listed in Column (15) of this Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form represent charges for

eligible services delivered to and used by eligible schools, libraries, or consortia oj those entities for educational
purposes, on or after the actual service start date reported on the associated Form 486.

B. The discount amounts listed in Column (15) of this Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form were already billed
by the service provider and paid by the Billed Entity Applicant on behalf of eligible schools, libraries, and consortia of
those entities.

C. The discount amounts listed in Column (15) of this Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form are for eligible
services approved by the fund administrator pursuant to a Form 471 Funding Commitment Decisions Letter.

D. I recognize that I may be audited pursuant to this application and will retain for five years any and all records that I
relv UDon to fill in this form.

16. Signature of authorized person (original ink signature required) 117. Date (reqUired)

18. Printed name of authorized person (required)

19. Title or position of authorized person (required)

20. Telephone number of authorized person (required)

21. Address of authorized person (required)
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BILLED ENTITY APPLICANT Reimbursement Form
471 Billed Entity Applicant Name

471 Billed Entity Applicant Number

Contact Person Name

Contact Telephone Number

Reimbursement Form Number

Block 4: Service Provider Acknowledgment
I certify that I am authorized to submit this Service Provider Acknowledgment for this Billed Entity Applicant
Reimbursement Form, and acknowledge to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. as follows:
A. The service provider must remit the discount amount authorized by the fund administrator to the Billed Entity

Applicant who prepared and submitted this Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form as soon as possible after the
fund administrator's notification to the service provider of the amount of the approved discounts on this Billed Entity
Applicant Reimbursement Form, but in no event later than 10 calendar days after receipt of the reimbursement
payment from the fund administrator, subject to the restriction set forth in B. below.

B. The service provider must remit payment of the approved discount amount to the Billed Entity Applicant prior to
tendering or making use of the payment issued by the Universal Service Administrative Company to the service
provider of the approved discounts for the Billed Entity Applicant Reimbursement Form.

22. Signature of authorized person (fax, copy or original signature) \23. Date (reqUired)

24. Printed name of authorized person (required) 125. Title or position of authorized person (required)

26. Telephone number of authorized person (required)

27. Address of authorized person (required)

Page 4 of 4 pages FCC Form 472 - October 1998

A paper copy of this Form (pages 1-4) should mailed to:
SLC-BEAR Form
P. O. Box 7026
Lawrence, KS 66044-7026

If sent by express delivery services or U.S. Postal Service, Return Receipt Requested, the form (pages
1-4) should be mailed to:

SLC·BEAR Form
clo Ms. Smith
3833 Greenway Drive
Lawrence, KS 66046
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Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools &. Libraries Division

COMMITMENT ADJUSTMENT LETTER

April 24, 2003

FayRccd
BellSouth Telecommunications. Inc.
67S West Ptlachtt1!!e St" Room 17M61-BeUsouth Center
Atlanta. GA 30375

Re: COMMITMENT ADnJSTMENT
Funding Year: 2001 -2002
Form 471 AppUcation Number: 229706
Applicant Name: UNION PARlSH SCHOOL BOARD
Contact Person: Tom Snell Contact Phone: ) 18-368-9715

Dear Service Provider Contact:

Our routine reviews of School. and Libraries Program funding commitments revealed
certain applications where fundi were committed in violation of program rules.

In order to be &ure that no fundi are used in violation of program rules, SLD must now
adjust these funding commitments. The purpose of this letter is to Inform you ofrhe
adjustments to these funding conunitments required by program rules.

fUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT

On the pages following this letter, we h4ve provided a Funding Commitment Report for the
Fonn 471 APplication cited above. The enclosed report includes a Jist oflhe FRNs from the
application for which adjustments are necessary. The SLO is alHo sending this information to
applicant, so that you may work with them to implement this decision. Immediately
preceding the Funding Commitment Report, you will find a guide that defines each line of
the Report.

Please note that ifthe Funds Disbursed to Date amount exceeds your Adjusted Fundin8
Commitment amount, USAC will hlwe to recover some or all of the funds disbursed. The
amount is shown as .Funds to be Recovered. We expect to send you a lettcr describing the
process for recovering these funds in the near future., and we will send a copy ofthe letter to
the applicant. If the Funds Disbursed to Date amount is less than the Adjusted Fundina
Commitmom amount. lTSAC will continue to proceas properly filod invoicoli up to the
Adjusted Funding Commitment amount.

....._-_..... ---
SOl( 126. CO'....lIond8naa Unll. 80 South Jeffe'.on ROBd. WhippllnV. NJ. D'JgS1

vt,lIl.1' 01111,. al: www.•I.","iVII~.I.arvlg•.org



TO APPEAL THESE FUNDING COMMITMENT DECISIONS·

If you wish to appeal the Funding Commitment Decision(s) jndicatedira this letter, your
appeal must be made in writinS BJ1.d' RECBlVEO~Y TffESCHOOLS·ANDLIBRARlES

rDIVISION(SLD)WlTHIN;60;OA.YSOFTHEDATEATTHETOPOFTlflSLETTER.
. Failllre to meet this requiremlllflt will result in automatic dismissal ofyour appeal. In your
letter of appeal:

I. InclUde the name, address, telephone number. fax number. and e-mail address (if
available) for the person who can most rcadily discuss this appeal with us.

2. StElte outright that your latter is an appeal. .IdentifY which Commitment Adjustment Lettcr
you are appealing. Your leU.. ofappeal mUlit include the applicant name and the Form 471
Application Number from the top ofthis Commitment Adjustment Letter.

I

3. Identify the particular FuncUng Request Number(s) (FRN) that is the subject ofyour
appeal. When explaining your appeal, ineJude the precise language or text from the
Commitment Adjustment Lettor that is at the heart of your appeal. By pointing us to the
exact words that give rise to your appeal, you will enable us to more readily understand and
respond appropriately to your appeal. Please keep your letter to the point. and provide
documentation to support your appeal. Be sure to keep copies ofyour correspondence and
documentation.

4. Provide an authorized signature on your Jetter ofappeal.

Ifyou are submitting your apPOal on paper, please send your. appeal to: Letter of Appeal.
Schools and Libraries Division, Box 125- Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road,
Whippany, NJ 07981. Additional options for flling an appeal can be found in the"Appeals
Proced~r~" p'o~~c:d in. the: R~f!rr!SJlcC Area ()fth~ SL.[) 'Web site ~.~I.unj"enlil1gen.rlce.QrB or
by ealling 'he Client Service Bureau at 1-(888)-203-8100. We encourage the use ofeither the
c~mail orfax fLIing options to expedite filing your appeal. . . .. _. _. ..

While we encourage you to rClOlyc your appeal with the SLD first. you ~B.ve the option of
filing an _app~al directly with th8 ·Fed,till C~mirtunications -C~n1miSsi()n -(FCC).You should
r~fer to CC Docket Nos. 96-:45 end 97...2J on the first page ofyour appeal to the FCC. Your
appeal must be RECEIVED BY THJ; F<;C WITfiP'l 60 I)AYS ()F TIiB ;\HOVE PATE ON
THISL£Tt:Slt~ Failure to-meet this i'~lJirement will result in automatic dismissal ofyour
appeal. Funher information and optiona for filing an appeaf directiy ""-'tlt tile FCC can be··
found in the "Appeals Procedure" posted in the Reference Area ofthe SLO web site.
WWW.sl.univc:rsalscrvice.org or by calling the Client Service Bureau at 1-(888)-203-8100. We
strongly recommend that you use either the e-mail or fax filing options because of continued
substantial delays in mail delivay to the fCC. Ifyou are submitting your appeal via United
States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office ofthe Secretary, 445 12th Street SW,
Washington, DC 20554.

-------- - "---'--"--- .._----_._...
Commitment AqiuSlment Lonor
Schoole (Ind L.ibraries Division 1 USAC

PAgo 2 04/24-/2003



A GUIDE TO THE FUNDING COMMITMENT REPOR.T

Attached to this letter will be a report for each funding request from your application for
which a oommitment adjustmont is required. We are providing the following definitions.

• FUNDING REQUEST NUMBER (FaN): A Fundins Request Number is assigned by the
SLD to each request in Block S ofyour Form 471 once an application has been processed.
This number is used to report to applicants 8lld service providers the status ofindividual
discount funding requests submitted on a Form 471.

• SPIN (SelVice Provider Identification Number): A unique number assigned by the Universal
Service Administrative Company to service providers seeking payment from the Universal
Service Fund for panicipatina in the univerliaJ service !lUpport programs.

• SERVICE PROVIDER: The legal name of the service provider.
I

• CONTRACT NUMBER: The number ofthe contract between [he eligible pany and the
service provider. This will bo present only ifa contract number was provided on Form 471.

• SERVlCES ORDERED: The type ofaervice ordered from the service provider, as shown
on Form 471 .

• SITE IDENTIFIER:' The Entity Number listed in Form 471 for "site specific" FRNs.

• BILLING ACCOUNT NUMBER: The account number thllt your service provider hAS

established with you for billiftl purposes. This will be present only if a Billing Account
Number was provided on your Form 471.

• ADJUSTED FUNDING COMMITMENT: This represents the adjusted total amount of
funding that SLD has committed to this FRN. Ifthis amount exceeds the Funds Disbursed to
Date, the SLD will continue to process properly filed invoices up to the new commitment
amount.

• FUNDS DISBURSED TO DATE: This represents the total funds which have been paid up
to now to the identified service provider for this f"RN .

• FUNDS TO BE RECOVERED: This represents the amount ofFunds Disbursed to Date
that e)CCeed the Adj~sted Funding Commitment amount. These funds will have to be
recovered. If the Funds Disbursed to Date do not exceed the Adjus;ted Funding Commitment
amoLJnt, this entry will be SO.

• FUNDING COMMLTMENT ADJUSTMENT EXPLANATION: This entry provides a
description ofthe reason the adjustment was made.

-------_._- _._---.~.

Commlmlllnl Adjuslmenl Leiter
Scbools nnd Ubrories Division I USAC

Pose 3 O"/2~/20()3



Fundlnl Commilment Rapon for Appli~alion Number: 129706

Funding Request Number: 594001 SPIN: 143004824
Service Provider: BeJlSouth Telecommunications. Inc.
Contrltet Number: T
Services Ordered: TELCOMM SERVICBS
Site Identifier:
Billing Account Number: 318..368-9715
Adjusted Funding Commitment: SO.OO
Funds Oisbursed to Date: $89,685.89
Funds to be Recovered: $89,685.89
Funding Commitment Adjustment Explanation:
After thorough investigation it lias been determined that Tom Snell is assDciated with Send
Technology LLC, • service provider. Tom Snell is also the contact person on the Fonn 470:
927550000315997 that is'referenced for this tUndins request. The Form 470 associated with
this funding request contains service provider (SP) contact infonnation. which violates the
intent of the competitive biddIna process. Competitive bidding violation occurs when a SP
associated with the Form 470 participa.tes in cDmpetitive bidding process AS a. bidder. As a
result of the competitive biddina violation the SLD Is reicinding the committed amount in tbll.

CommilnlQnl Alljusunom Letter
Schools and Librnrics Division 1 USAC

Pilge 4 04/24/2003
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BIIISouth Corpofltion
Llgel Dlpertmlnt
675 West Peachtree Street, N.W.
Suite 4300
Atlanta, GA 30375-0001

lisa.foshee@bellsouth.com

June 24, 2003

UuS.Fosh..
Senior Corporete Counsel-Regulatory

4043350754
Fax 404 614 4054

APPEAL OF COMMITMENT ADJUSTMENT LETTER

Letter of Appeal
Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Service Administrative Company
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit
80 South Jefferson Road
Whippany, NJ 07981

RE: APPEAL OF COMMITMENT ADJUSTMENT
Funding Year: 2001-2002
Funding Request Number: 594001
SPIN: 143004824
Form 471 Application Number: 229706
Applicant Name: Union Parish School Board
Contact Person: Tom Snell Contact Phone: 318-368-9715

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept this letter as an appeal of the Commitment Adjustment Letter dated April
24,2003, served on BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. concerning the above-stated Applicant
and Form 471 Application Number. In the Commitment Adjustment Letter, the SLD provided as
follows:

After thorough investigation it has been determined that Tom Snell is associated
with Send Technology L LC, a service provider. Tom Snell is also the contact
person on the Form 470, 92755000315997 that is referenced in this funding
request. The Form 470 associated with this funding request contains service
provider (SP) contact information, which violates the intent of the competitive
bidding process. Competitive bidding violation occurs when a SP associated with
the Form 470 participates in competitive bidding process as a bidder. As a result
of the competitive bidding violation the SLD is rescinding the committed amount
in full.



Appeal ofComitment Adjustment Letter
June 24, 2003
Page 2

BellSouth appeals this decision on the grounds that the applicant school district in this
matter appears to have engaged in fraud and thus, pursuant to FCC precedent, the Commission
must address this matter on a case-by-case basis and USAC's funding recovery plan should not
apply.

Attached to this appeal are two Investigative Audits of the E-Rate Program, conducted by
the Office of the Legislative Auditor, State of Louisiana (the "Audit") in accordance with Title
24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes. The Audits were completed on October 2,2003 and
January 15,2003, and resulted in findings that indicate that the Union Parish School District (via
Tom Snell), and SEND Technologies may have engaged in fraud or abuse with respect to the E
Rate Program.

The FCC has concluded that "the proposed recovery plan [adopted by the FCC in CC
Docket Nos. 97-21 and 96-45] is not intended to cover the rare cases in which the Commission
has detennined that a school or library has engaged in waste, fraud, or abuse."! In such cases,
the Commission will address the situation "on a case-by-case basis" and not in a perfunctory
manner such as appears to be the case in this Commitment Adjustment,2

Based on this evidence, BellSouth respectfully requests that the SLD grant this appeal
and conduct an investigation into the possible fraud and abuse in this case that would preclude
the application of SLD's funding recovery plan. Without such an investigation, it will be
impossible for SLD to know whether fraud and/or abuse occurred, and, without such knowledge,
it will be impossible for SLD to apply the funding recovery plan.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please contact me with any further questions
or comments.

Sincerely,

tX~,~~~L
Lisa Spooner Foshee
Ph (404) 335-0754
Fax (404) 614-4054
Lisa.foshee@BeIISouth.com

Attachments

I in the Matters ofChanges to the Board ofDirectors ofthe National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc. and
Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket Nos. 97-21 and 96-45, October 26,2000, at para. 13.
2 / d.
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STATE OF LOUISIANA
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR

Union Parish School Board
Farmerville, Louisiana

October 2, 2002

Investiiative Audit

Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE
Legislative Auditor



LEGISLATIVE AUDIT ADVISORY COUNCIL

MEMBERS

Senator J. "Tom" Schedler, Chairman
Representative Edwin R. Murray, Vice Chairman

Senator Robert J. Barham
Senator Foster L. Campbell, Jr.

Senator Lynn B. Dean
Senator Willie L. Mount

Representative Rick Farrar
Representative Victor T. Stelly

Representative T. Taylor Townsend
Representative Warren J. Triche, Jr.

LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR

Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE

DIRECTOR OF INVESTIGATIVE AUDIT

Daryl G. Purpera, CPA, CFE

Under the provisions of state law, this report is a public document. A copy of this
report has been submitted to the Governor, to the Attorney General, and to other
public officials as required by state law. A copy of this report has been made
available for public inspection at the Baton Rouge office of the legislative Auditor
and at the office of the parish clerk of court.

This document is produced by the legislative Auditor, State of louisiana, Post
Office Box 94397, Baton Rouge, louisiana 70804·9397 in accordance with
louisiana Revised Statute 24:513. Sixty copies of this public document were
produced at an approximate cost of $310.80. This material was produced in
accordance with the standards for state agencies established pursuant to R.S.
43:31. This report is available on the legislative Auditor's Web site at
www.lla.state.la.us.

In compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, if you need special
assistance relative to this document, or any documents of the legislative Auditor,
please contact Wayne ·Skip· Irwin, Director of Administration, at 225/339-3800.



Union Parish School Board

October 2, 2002

Investigative Audit
Office of the Legislative Auditor
State of Louisiana

Daniel G. Kyle, Ph.D., CPA, CFE
Legislative Auditor
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OFFICE OF

LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR
STATE OF LOUISIANA

BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70804-9397

DANIEL G. KYLE, PH.D.. CPA, eFE
LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR

October 2,2002

MR. TOM SNELL, SUPERINTENDENT,
AND MEMBERS OF THE UNION PARISH
SCHOOL BOARD

Fannerville, Louisiana

1600 NORTH nnRD SffiEET
POST OFFICE BOX 94397

TELEPHONE: (225) 339-3800
FACSIMILE: (225) 339·3870

Transmitted herewith is our investigative report of the Union Parish School Board. Our
examination was conducted in accordance with Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statu~es and
was performed to detennine the propriety of certain allegations received by this office.

This report presents our finding and recommendations as well as your response. Copies of this
report have been delivered to the Union Parish School Board; the Honorable Robert W. Levy,
District Attorney for the Third Judicial District of Louisiana; Mr. Donald W. Washington, United
States Attorney for the Western District of Louisiana; and others as required by state law.

Respectfully submitted,

j)~AT.~
Daniel G. Kyle, CPA, CFE
Legislative Auditor

GFC:EKL:DGP:dl

IlJNNSBCl21



Investigative Audit Report
Union Parish School Board

The following summarizes the finding and recommendations as well as management's response
that resulted from this investigation. Detailed information ~elating to the finding and
recommendations may be found at the page number indicated. Management's response may be
found at Attachment II.

Background (See page 7.)

The Union Parish School Board (school district) operates ten
schools and serves over 3,700 students. Since 1998, the school
district has submitted applications for funding under the Schools
and Libraries Universal Service Fund. The Universal Service
Fund, also known as E-Rate, was created as part of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that eligible schools
and libraries have affordable access to modem telecommunications
and information services. Schools and libraries that qualify for the
program receive discounts according to their level of economic
disadvantage (based on the percentage of students eligible for the
national school lunch program) and their location--rural or urban.
The school or library will receive discounts of 20% to 90% on
telecommunications services, internal connections, and Internet
access. The school district has applied for and received E-Rate
funding since 1998 and through this funding has entered into
contracts for telecommunications, internal connections, and
Internet services.

During the period covered in this audit, April 1998 to June 2002,
Mr. Snell served as the school district technology coordinator until
he was appointed school district superintendent in June 2001.

The legislative auditor received information that the school district
awarded E-Rate contracts to a company owned by school district
employees. This investigative audit was performed to determine
the propriety of this allegation.

1



Highlights• ..

From April 1998 to
January 2001, it
appears that Mr. Tom
Snell used his position
as technology
coordinator to secure
contracts totaling
$473,260 to his private
company.

Union Parish School Board

Finding (See page 9.)

From April 1998 to January 2001, it appears that Mr. Tom Snell
used his position as the Union Parish School District's (school
district) technology coordinator to secure contracts totaling
$473,260 to his private company, SEND Technologies, L.L.c.
(SEND). Mr. Snell's actions resulted in the school board:

1. Entering into contracts with a company partly
owned by its employees

2. Conducting a competitive bidding process that was
flawed

3. Entering into contracts without the approval of
school board members

4. Paying for services that were either not allowed or
not provided

5. Issuing payments to SEND in violation of the state
constitution

6. Paying SEND for enhanced services that were never
provided

Recommendations (See page 21.)

We recommend that the school district (1) discontinue doing
business with companies owned by school district employees, and
(2) ensure that competitive bidding procedures, when used, are
carried out appropriately. In addition, we recommend that the
school district's technology coordinator, business manager, and
members of the school board's finance committee review all
E-Rate contracts and billings to ensure that payments are made for
only those services that are provided. We further recommend that
the District Attorney for the Third Judicial District of Louisiana
and the United States Attorney for the Western District of
Louisiana review this information and take appropriate legal
action, to include seeking restitution.

2



Executive Summary

Additional Information (See Attachment I.)

1. Entering into contracts with a company partly owned
by its employees

Mr. Snell was the school district's technology coordinator who
represented the school district for technology issues. It appears
that a conflict of interest occurred because Mr. Snell was listed
as the school district's E-Rate contact person. This created a
situation in which prospective vendors would have had to
contact Mr. Snell (part owner ofa competitive vendor - SEND)
to obtain information about potential E-Rate contracts with the
school district. Though the Louisiana Board of Ethics may not
consider this arrangement a violation of the state ethics laws, it
increases the risk ofunfair competition, fraud, or abuse to an
unacceptable level and therefore should not be practiced by
those entrusted with public funds.

2. Conducdng a competidve bidding process tbat was
flawed

The bid process was by its design ineffective and therefore did
not ensure a fair and competitive result because:

I. Mr. Snell, an owner of SEND, was listed as the
contact person for potential bidders on the
school district's initial advertisement.

2. The school board entered into a purchase order
with SEND prior to the bid process.

3. Potential bidders were severely restricted in the
time they had to respond and though an owner
of SEND was an employee of the school
district, other bidders were not afforded the
opportunity to clarify or discuss any of the
proposed specifications before the bid.

4. Mr. Snell participated in the preparation of the
document provided to school board members
comparing the bids received.

Had the school district desired to ensure a fair environment and
promote the greatest level of competition the school district
could have (1) removed Mr. Snell as contact person of
potential bidders and prohibited his involvement in bid
tabulations; (2) delayed entering into premature agreements
with SEND; and (3) allowed ample time for potential bidders

3



Union Parish School Board

to respond and to access unbiased information regarding the
proposed specifications.

3. Entering Into contracts without the approval of
school board members

Mr. Snell stated that once the school board approved him to do
business with SEND in May 1998, it was implied that he could
continue to do business with SEND on subsequent contracts.
During our review of subsequent minutes to school board
meetings, we found no evidence to indicate that the board
approved additional E-Rate contracts between the school board
and SEND. However, Mr. Snell continued to negotiate
contracts with SEND though there was only one written
contract.

4. Paying for services that were either not allowed or
not provided

Management states the finding is incorrect because the billed
services were performed and allowed. Management's response
ignores the facts in that:

I. The original contract specifically provided that
there would be no additional charges for
installation, conversion, and reprogramming.
The amended contract was entered into
seven months after the services were provided,
ifprovided at all. The amended contract itself is
highly suspect because it, in itself, is exactly
what can happen when a conflict of interest
exists (Mr. Snell was an employee of the school
district and an owner ofSEND, the vendor).

2. SEND billed these costs as installation and
conversion costs to the school district but as
quarterly Internet access to USAC--two separate
and distinct types of service.
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5. Issuing payments to SEND in violation of the state
constitution

On March 11,2002, Mr. Mark Stevenson, owner and general
manager of SEND, told auditors that the contract dated
February 22, 1999, covered a two-year period and that SEND
assigned an employee to work exclusively at the Union Parish
School Board for 20 hours each week. When asked to provide
documented work hours under this contract, Mr. Stevenson
provided auditors with a report indicating that SEND had paid
its employee for 1,204 work hours from July 1999 to June 2000
and an additional 1,000 hours for July 2000 to June 2001.
Mr. Stevenson then provided auditors with a Service Hours
Report for the period July 30, 1999, to September 30, 2001,
indicating an additional 340 documented hours. At no time did
Mr. Stevenson indicate the existence of or provide to auditors
any additional documented work hours as was provided with
management's response.

6. Paying SEND for enhanced services that were never
provided

The auditors concluded that the school district's networking
configuration had not changed because (1) SEND's proposal
for 1998 Internet access provided for T-1 point-to-point links
from the school sites to the central office; (2) the school
district's contract with SEND for 1999 Internet access provided
for T-I point-to-point links from the school sites to the central
office; and (3) although the school district could not provide
documentation indicating the configuration in place during
2000, Mr. Snell stated that the configuration was the same as
the configuration in place during the 1998 and 1999 funding
years.

Mr. Snell further explained that the school district had T-I
point-to-point links from the school sites to the central office
during the 200 1 funding year. This configuration conflicts
with SEND's proposal for 2001 Internet access which states
that SEND would provide T-I point-to-point links from the
school sites direct to SEND's offices in Monroe. Both
Mr. Snell and Mr. Stevenson confirmed that the school
district's school sites did not have T-I links to SEND's offices
during the 2001 funding year.
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The Union Parish School Board (school district) operates ten schools and serves over 3,700
students. Since 1998, the school district has submitted applications for funding under the
Schools and Libraries Universal Service Fund. The Universal Service Fund, also known as
E-Rate. was created as part of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that eligible
schools and libraries have affordable access to modern telecommunications and information
services. Schools and libraries that qualify for the program receive discounts according to their
level of economic disadvantage (based on the percentage of students eligible for the national
school lunch program) and their location--rural or urban. The school or library will receive
discounts of20% to 90% on telecommunications services, internal connections, and Internet
access. The school district has applied for and received E-Rate funding since 1998 and through
this funding has entered into contracts for telecommunications, internal connections, and Internet
services.

During the period covered in this audit, April 1998 to June 2002, Mr. Tom Snell served as the
school district's technology coordinator until he was appointed school district superintendent in
June 2001.

The legislative auditor received information that the school district awarded E-Rate contracts to a
company owned by school district employees. This investigative audit was performed to
determine the propriety of this allegation.

The procedures performed during this investigative audit consisted of (1) interviewing
employees and officials of the school district; (2) interviewing other persons as appropriate;
(3) examining selected school district records; (4) performing observations and analytical tests;
and (5) reviewing applicable state and federal laws and regulations.

The result ofour investigation is the finding and recommendations herein.
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Union Parish School District Technology Coordinator
Used His Position to Secure Contracts
Totaling $473,260 to His Private Company

From April 1998 to January 2001, it appears that Mr. Tom Snell used his position as the
Union Parish School District's (school district) technology coordinator to secure contracts
totaling $473,260 to his private company, SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND). Mr. Snell's
actions resulted in the school board:

1. Entering into contracts with a company partly owned by its employees

2. Conducting a competitive bidding process that was flawed

3. Entering into contracts without the approval of school board members

4. Paying for services that were either not allowed or not provided

5. Issuing payments to SEND in violation of the state constitution

6. Paying SEND for enhanced services that were never provided

E-Rate, a federally funded program, was created as part of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that all
eligible schools and libraries have affordable access to
modem telecommunications and information services.
Schools and libraries that qualify for the program receive
discounts on Internet access, internal connections, and
telecommunications services according to their level of
economic disadvantage (based on the percentage of
students eligible for the national school lunch program)
and their location--rural or urban.

E-Rate was created to
ensure that eligible
schools and libraries have
affordable access to
modern telecommuni
cations and information
services.

The Universal Service Administration Company (USAC) is a private, nonprofit corporation that
administers the E-Rate Program. USAC pays the discounted portion for services rendered and
the non-discounted portion is paid by the school district. Since 1998, the school district has
submitted applications and received E-Rate funding. These applications indicate that Mr. Tom
Snell, the school district's technology coordinator during this period, was the E-Rate contact
person.

School District Entered Into Contracts With a Company Partially Owned By
Employees.

Before receiving E-Rate funding in 1998, the school district purchased Internet access from the
Monroe City School Board (MCSB). At the time, MCSB Management and Information Services
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SEND was paid to provide
Internet services
beginning in April 1998
before the school district
received competitive bids.

Union Parish School Board

Director Mark Stevenson and Associate Director Albert Sit coordinated MCSB's Internet service
provider (ISP) services. When E-Rate funding became available in 1998, MCSB discontinued
providing Internet services to other parishes because USAC guidelines would not allow MCSB
to act as an E-Rate service provider while receiving E-Rate funding.

Louisiana Secretary of State records indicate that Mr. Snell, Mr. Stevenson, Mr. Sit, and
Ms. Bobbye Earle, school district supervisor of instruction, organized SEND Technologies,
L.L.C. on March 31, 1998. Mr. Snell indicated that he and Ms. Earle each owned 15% of SEND.
On April 2, 1998, SEND contracted with the school district to provide Internet access and has
since provided Internet access, internal connections, and on-site network support to the school
district. It should be noted that Mr. Snell and Ms. Earle collectively received 41 % ofSEND's
distributions to owners during the year 2000.

Competitive Bid Process Was Flawed.

SEND was awarded the initial Internet access contract on
May It, 1998, as the result of a competitive bidding process;
however, (1) a purchase order for Internet service was
prepared more than one month before receiving competitive
bids; (2) SEND was paid to provide these services beginning
in April 1998, prior to the school district receiving
competitive bids; (3) Mr. Snell applied for E-Rate funding
before May II, 1998, listing SEND as the Internet provider;
and (4) though Mr. Snell claimed he disassociated himself from the contract with SEND,
evidence indicates otherwise. As a result, it appears that the competitive bid process, an
important management control, though not required for this contract, was flawed.

During April 1998, the school district submitted USAC Form 471, "Services Ordered and
Certification Form," requesting funding for Internet access. Form 471 listed SEND as the school
district's Internet service provider (ISP) and Mr. Snell as the school district's E-Rate contact
person. USAC records indicate that SEND was funded as the school district's Internet service
provider for the nine-month period beginning April 2, 1998, and ending December 31, 1998.
VSAC later extended the funding period through June 1999 creating a fifteen-month funding
period. School district and VSAC disbursement records indicate that SEND was paid $35,250
for Internet access services beginning in April 1998 and continuing through June 1999.

The school district sent fonnal requests for ISP bids to vendors on April 30, 1998, requesting a
response (bid) by May 6, 1998. School district records indicate that Ms. Donna Cranford, school
district business manager, faxed requests for bids to Long Distance Savers Communications
(LOS), V-UNet, and Bell South. Ms. Cranford could not provide documentation to indicate that
a request for a bid was faxed to SEND. The school district received written bids from SEND and
LDS on May 5, 1998, and May 6, 1998, respectively.

Mr. Mike Lazenby, former school district superintendent, stated that he was concerned about
Mr. Snell's ownership in SEND and that he requested an opinion from Mr. Steve Katz, school
district's general counsel. Mr. Katz stated that his opinion was that the school district could
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Mr. Snell stated that he
dissociated himself from
the school board's decision
to accept SEND's proposal.

Finding

legally do business with SEND because neither Mr. Snell nor Ms. Earle were majority owners in
SEND. Mr. Katz added that it was his understanding that Mr. Snell recused himself from the
school district's business dealings with SEND. In May 2001, the Louisiana Board of Ethics
considered the question ofMr. Snell's involvement with SEND and later ruled that Mr. Snell
was not in violation of ethics laws because he was not an employee of SEND, owned less than
25% of the company, and did not participate in the initial contract between the school district and
SEND.

According to school district records, Ms. Cranford provided a memo to school board members
during the May II, 1998, school board meeting informing them that (1) SEND and LDS had
submitted bids; (2) SEND was the lowest bidder; and (3) Mr. Snell and Ms. Earle were members
of SEND. Attached to this memo was a document detailing the differences between the bids
received from SEND and LDS and further indicating that SEND had submitted the low bid.
Ms. Cranford stated that the information in this document was technical and that she did not
prepare this information by herself. She stated that either the technology coordinator (Mr. Snell)
or the superintendent (Mr. Lazenby) provided this information.

It appears that the bid process was rushed and therefore carried out in a manner that did not
promote competition. According to the request for bids, questions regarding bid specifications
were to be submitted to the school board in writing; however, no inquiries were to be received
within five days of the opening of bids. Ms. Brenda Calvin, former LDS account manager,
recalled that she had limited time to prepare and submit her bid (approximately five business
days). She stated that she telephoned the school district with questions regarding the request for
bids and was informed that "she should respond to the request the best she could."

Board minutes of the May 11 meeting indicate that LDS and SEND were the only vendors to
respond to the request for bids. Board members elected to accept SEND's proposal for Internet
services.

Mr. Snell Claimed to Have Not Participated in the Contract Process - Records Say
Otherwise.

During our initial interview of Mr. Snell, he stated that because he had an ownership interest in
SEND, he dissociated himself from the school board's
decision to accept SEND's proposal. According to
Mr. Lazenby and Ms. Cranford, Mr. Snell would have
been involved in preparing the request for ISP bids sent
to vendors. In addition, computer records indicate that
Mr. Snell prepared an analysis of bids submitted to board

members. Furthermore, Mr. Snell indicated that he administered the contract and services that
SEND provided.

Mr. Snell explained that Mr. Stevenson, SEND co-owner/manager, presented SEND's proposal
to the superintendent and the school board's finance committee. He added that he was not
present during this meeting and that Mr. Lazenby negotiated the school board's contract with

··SEND.

11



Mr. Lazenby stated that
he relied on Mr. Sl)ell for
all technology related
decisions.

Union Parish School Board

Mr. Lazenby stated that he only signed the contracts between
SEND and the school district. He explained that because he
did not have the technical knowledge he relied on Mr. Snell
for technology decisions. He stated that Mr. Snell would have
prepared the request for proposals to ISP vendors. When
asked when did he become aware that SEND would be the
school district's ISP, he stated that he knew from the beginning that SEND and Mr. Stevenson
would be providing Internet access to the school district. He added that Mr. Snell arranged his
initial meeting with Mr. Stevenson.

Records from former MCSa Accountant Kim Smalling's computer indicate that Mr. Snell was
the author of a document similar to the document presented to the school board members on
May 11, 1998, listing differences between the bids received from SEND and LDS. Ms. Smalling
currently works for SEND. The document (presented below) was found on Ms. Smalling's
former Mess computer. The document's electronic properties listed Mr. Snell as its author.
Mr. Snell initially denied preparing the document although he later stated that it was possible he
might have helped Ms. Cranford prepare it. Mr. Snell could not explain why a document
prepared by Ms. Cranford, a school district employee, would have been located on a computer at
Mess.

The document below (left) was presented to the school board memben on May II, 1998. The document
below (right) was found on Ms. Smalling's computer at MeSH in her e-mail attachment file.
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Finding

Mr. Snell admitted that he planned and applied for E-Rate funding with SEND as the ISP before
the May II, 1998, school board meeting. He explained that before forming the company
(SEND), the school board contracted with MCSB to provide Internet access. At the time,
Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit worked in the MIS department for MCSB. He added that the school
board was pleased with the Internet access service received through MCSB so it was natural for
Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit to continue to provide Internet access to the school district when
SEND was organized. He stated that because of his ownership interest in SEND, the only
concern the school board had was whether or not it was legal for the school district to do
business with SEND. It should be noted that Mr. Snell, Mr. Stevenson, Mr. Sit, and Ms. Earle
fonned SEND two days before entering into business with Mr. Snell and Ms. Earle's employer,
the school district.

""= JIIu 1590 C
_ '1--2.-,8

=¥;. A••lu /'f1O /OC>O:l..

_.- _._---

PURCHASE ORQEB

r.o.lOllM
UNION PARISH SCHOOL BOARD

_0(0.1 tl,J •• ,.,:e.c
- -""-------;r;-;----;r::---- ---___________--AlL..~C.~u _

-,-----------_._-----
_I

The School Board Entered Into
Contracts With SEND Without
Approval of School Board Members.

Mr. Snell then provided us with a school
district purchase order dated April 2, 1998,
listing SEND as the ISP at a monthly rate
of $2,350 ($2,350 x 15 months =

$35,250). The purchase order stated that
the contract was contingent upon E-Rate
funding and board approval. In addition,
Mr. Snell stated that as the technology
coordinator he administered the school
board's contract with SEND once board
members approved the school board to do
business with SEND in May 1998.

Records indicate that E-Rate contracts
totaling $438,010 were awarded to SEND
over the next three funding years (1999 to
2001) without the approval of school
board members. Although approval of
school board members was not required on
these contracts, prudent business practices
would require that the board be allowed
the opportunity to review all contracts
between the school board and its
employees. By their nature, such contracts
are inherently high risk in that an arm's
length negotiation may not exist.
According to minutes of the school board
meetings, only one contract totaling $7,500 appears to have been approved by school board
members. Mr. Lazenby signed the contracts as the school board superintendent; however, it
appears that Mr. Snell negotiated the contracts on behalfof the school board.

13



2001

2000

1999

1998

E·Rate Contracts Awarded to SEND (1998-2001)

$0 $35,000 $70,000 $105,000 $140,000 $175.000

Union Parish School Board

Mr. Snell stated that after
SEND originally bid to become
the school district's ISP, SEND
was given the subsequent
contracts for internal
connections and technical
support. Mr. Snell stated that
after the first year it was
implied that the school district
would continue to do business
with SEND and added that he
handled the account.

The chart (left) indicates the amounts paid to SEND for E-Rate contracts with the school district during
funding years 1998 to 2001. It should be noted that although SEND was partially owned by two school board
employees, it appears that only one of the contracts (1998 Internet Access) was presented to and approved by
school board members.

Afier Mr. Snell's appointment to the position of school district superintendent in June 2001, the
Louisiana Board of Ethics ruled that Mr. Snell would be deemed to participate in every contract
involving the school district. The school district was allowed to let its ongoing contracts with
SEND lapse. SEND then agreed to donate future services to the school district.

SEND Charged the School District and USAC for Services Which Were Either
Not Allowed or Not Provided.

The school district paid SEND $1,340 for Internet installation and conversion costs though
SEND's bid allowed no charges for these services. In addition, SEND charged USAC $5,710 for
ISP services for April, May, and June 1998 when these services were provided by MCSB not
SEND.

Before receiving E-Rate funding, the school district purchased Internet access from MCSB. On
June 6, 1998, MCSB invoiced the school district $9,900, which included Internet access for
April, May, and June 1998. This invoice was paid by the school district on August 4,1998.

USAC records indicate that SEND was funded as the school district's ISP from April 1998 to
June 1999 for $35,250 (15 months @ $2,350). The quarterly cost ofInternet access to the school
district was $7,050 (3 months @ $2,350), which is consistent with the school district's ISP
contract with SEND. Of this amount, the school district was responsible for paying $1,340 and
USAC was responsible for paying $5,710. During the funding year, SEND invoiced the school
district and USAC for their respective portions of Internet access services provided from July
1998 to June 1999. These invoices resulted in payments to SEND totaling $28,200 (12 months
@ $2,350) leaving the contract with a funded balance of$7,050 (3 months @ $2,350).

14



Finding

Amou1t Amou1t

PaId by PaId by
Period 5ervic:e ProvIded bySEN) USAC(8Wol lFS8(19"~ Total

JI4lriI1006 - Jl.ne 1006 1Sf' SeMce Oages (3lTtll'1hs) 0 0 0
JUy 1008 - Dec. 1006 ISP SeMce 01a'ges (61'T'1J1#1s) $11,421 $2,679 $14,100
Jan. 1900· MJth 1900 1Sf'SeMce 01arges (3lTtll'1hs) 5,711 1.339 7,IX1J

Aplil1900 - Ju1e 1900 ISP SeMce 01arges (3lTtll'1hs) 5,711 1,339 7,IX1J
1008-1900 IllSlaIaion'CorMlrsial Ovges 5,710 1.340 7.1X1J

Tdal $28,553 $6.697 $35,250

In June 1999, SEND invoiced the school district an additional $1,340 for Internet installation and
conversion costs in 1998-1999. However, in August 1999 SEND invoiced USAC for the
discounted portion of the above charge ($5,710) under the category ofquarterly Internet access.
Since the school district had already paid SEND for Internet services covering July 1998 through
June 1999. this payment appears to have been made for the school district's Internet access
during April, May, and June 1998. As discussed above, the Internet services for April-June 1998
were provided by MCSB.

SEND's invoices to the school district and USAC during this period totaled $35,250 (15 months
@ $2,350). Mr. Snell stated that the conversion and installation fees charged during April, May,
and June 1998 were the result of work SEND had to perform to its equipment in order to provide
the school district Internet access. These charges were addressed in the document summarizing
SEND's and LOS' ISP proposals on May II, 1998. According to this document, SEND would
not charge the school district for reprogramming and one-time start-up costs (see page 12).

From July 1, 1999, to June 30, 2000, SEND appears to have been paid $12,184 in
violation of the state constitution for on-site network support services performed
during the following year.

On February 22, 1999, the school district contracted with SEND to provide on-site network
support services. According to the agreement, SEND was to provide the school district with an
on-site technician to work 40 hours per week for 52 weeks at an hourly rate of $75 (2,080 total
hours for a total contract cost of $156,000).

From July 1, 1999, to
June 30, 2000, SEND
was paid $64,125 for 855
hours of on-site technical
support performed in
the following year.

Though normally payment is not made until services are
rendered, SEND billed both the school district and USAC
for 855 hours before these services were performed. The
Louisiana Constitution prohibits the school district from
making advance payments in this manner. These advance
payments are equivalent to a loan.

On June 8, 2000, after only 1,204 documented work hours
(21.20 hours per week), SEND invoiced the school district
$28.080 (19%) for its portion of the contract amount. In addition. USAC paid SEND $126,360
(80%) of the contract amount during this same period. Therefore, SEND was paid a total of
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$154,440 for 2,059 hours when only 1,204 hours were performed. As a result, SEND was paid
$64,125 for 855 hours of on-site technical support not performed during the contract period.

.
Mr. Gary Walsworth, a retired school district principal, stated that SEND hired him from July
1999 to July 200 I, to provide network troubleshooting for the school district. Me. Walsworth
stated that when he reported to the school district, Mr. Snell directed him as to which schools
needed service (another indication that Me. Snell was materially involved in the day-to-day
administration of the SEND contract). He stated that he was the technician that serviced all the
schools in the district. According to Mr. Walsworth, he worked approximately 96 hours per
month (1,152 hours a year) for SEND and added that he did perform work in other parishes. In
addition to network troubleshooting, he stated that he installed computer lines, switches, and
routers at the school district sites.

Mr. Snell stated that because the school district's Internet access contract with SEND only
provided for technical support internally (from the walls to the computer terminals), a separate
contract was necessary to provide support from the wall to SEND. He indicated that SEND
hired Mr. Walsworth and assigned him to the school district as the on-site person. According to
the agreement, Mr. Walsworth was to work 40 hours per week at the school district. He added
that Mr. Walsworth was not the only SEND employee who worked at the school district.
Mr. Snell could not provide us with an accounting of the actual time that SEND's employees
worked for the school district.

Mr. Stevenson stated that the on-site network support contract covered a two-year period because
USAC was slow in approving funds. He explained that Mr. Walsworth was assigned to work 20
hours per week strictly at the school district. Me. Stevenson provided us with records indicating
that SEND paid Mr. Walsworth $20 per hour for a total of 1,204 hours during the contract period
from July 1999 to June 2000. According to these records, it appears that SEND paid
Mr. Walsworth for an additional 1,000 hours after the contract had ended during the period July
2000 to June 2001.

Because SEND did not provide 855 hours of on-site technical support to the school district
during the period of the contract, it appears that the school district made payments to SEND
totaling $12,184 ($64,125 x 19%) in violation of Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana
Constitution. According to Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution, the funds, credit,
property, or things of value of the state or ofany political subdivision shall not be loaned,
pledged, or donated to or for any person, association, or corporation, public or private.

From July 2001 to June 2002, SEND appears to have bllled the school district
improperly for enhanced Internet services that were not provided.

The school board contracted with SEND to provide Internet access to the school district's central
office. The central office then acts as an ISP providing Internet access to each of the school
district's ten school sites.
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During the first two E-Rate
funding years, SEND charged
the school district $2,350 per
month for Internet access.

During the third and fourth
E-Rate funding years, SEND
charged the school district
$6,250 per month for
Internet access.

Finding

During E-Rate funding years 1998/99 and 1999/00,
the school district awarded Internet access contracts to
SEND totaling $63,450. According to SEND's agree
ment, the configuration consisted of a connection from
each school to the central office and a connection from
the central office to SEND. Under this configuration,
the central office provides Internet access to each

individual school site. The monthly cost to the school district was $2,350, which included
$1,350 per month for a direct connection from SEND to the school district central office and
$1,000 per month for ten schools connected to the network.

The diagram below illustrates the configuration through which the school district receives Internet access
(through the central office) from SEND and then distributes the access to the school sites within the district.

SEND Technologies

•I

During E-Rate funding years 2000/0 I and 2001/02, the school district continued to pay SEND
for ISP services; however, the cost increased significantly to $75,000 each year. The school
district could not provide us with a contract describing the services to be provided during the
third funding year (2000/01). However, we noted that the cost of Internet access in the third year
was the same as that of the fourth year. According to SEND's proposal for the 2001/02 funding
year, SEND would provide the school district Internet access under a configuration by which
each school site would have its own direct connection to
SEND. This configuration would allow each school site
to by pass the central office to receive faster Internet
service. SEND's charges to the school district under this
configuration increased to $6,250 per month, which
included a base charge of $1 ,250 per month and $5,000
per month for ten schools connected directly to SEND.
This appears to have been the amount that SEND charged
the school district during the 2000/0 I funding year.
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The diagram below illustrates the configuration described in SEND's proposal for Internet access for the
2001/02 funding year. This configuration would allow each school site to by pass the central office to receive
faster Internet service.

I SEND Technologies I

Central Office

Both Mr. Snell and
Mr. Stevenson confirmed
that the schools in the
district are not directly
connected to SEND.
Mr. Snell further stated that
the school district's
networking infrastructure
has not changed since the
1998/99 E-Rate funding
year.

Mr. Stevenson confirmed that individual schools in the
district were connected directly to the central office and
not to SEND. He indicated that the per site charges were
for an Internet access burst created as a result of the
school sites access to the Internet going through the
central office. It should be noted that this explanation does not agree with the contract.

We discussed the school district's current (2001/02)
Internet access contract with Mr. Snell. Mr. Snell
explained that the school sites were not connected
directly to SEND. He stated that the school district had
planned to configure its infrastructure in a manner in
which each school site was connected directly to SEND.
However, Mr. Snell stated that the school district's
infrastructure had not changed. As a result, the school
district paid for enhanced services that it never received.
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Finding

These actions indicate that one or more of the following laws may have been violated:

18 U.S.c. §666, "Theft or Bribery Concerning Programs Receiving Federal
Funds,,1

R.S. 14:67, "Theft,,2

R.S. 14:134, "Malfeasance in Office,,3

R.S. 14:140, "Public Contract Fraud',4

Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana ConstitutionS

The actual determination as to whether an individual is subject to formal charge is at the
discretion of the district attorney or the United States Attorney.

I 18 U.S.C. §666 provides, in part, that theft concerning programs receiving federal funds occurs when an agent of an organization, state, local, or
Indian tribal government or any agency thereof embezzles, steals, obtains by fraud, or otherwise intentionally misapplies propeny that is valued
al $5.000 or more and is owned by or under control of such organization, state, or agency when the organization, state, or agency receives in any
one year period, benefits in excess of SIO,OOO under a federal program involving a grant contract. or other form of federal assistance.
, R.S. 14:67 provides, in part, that theft is the misappropriation or taking of anything of value which belongs to another, either without the
consent of the other to the misappropriation or taking, or by means of fraudulent conduct, practices, or representations.
, k.S. 14: 134 provides, in part, thaI malfeasance in office is committed when any public officer or public employee shall (I) intentionally refuse
or fail to perfonn any dUly lawfully required of him. as such officer or employee: (2) intentionally perform any such duty in an unlawful manner;
or (3) knowingly permit any other public officer or public employee, under his authority. to intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty
lawfully required of him or to perform any such duty in an unlawful manner.
• k.S. 14: 140 provides, in part. thaI public contract fraud is commined when any public officer or employee shall use his power or position as
such officer or employee 10 secure any expenditure of public funds to himself, or to any pal1t1ership to which he is a member, or to any
corporation of which he is an officer, stockholder. or director.
• Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution provides. in part, that except as otherwise provided by this constitution, the funds, credit,
property. or things of value of the state or of any political subdivision shall not be loaned. pledged, or donated to or for any person. association. or
corporation. public or private.
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We recommend that the school district (1) discontinue doing business with companies owned by
school district employees, and (2) ensure that competitive bidding procedures, when used, are
carried out appropriately. In addition, we recommend that the school district's technology
coordinator, business manager, and members of the school district's finance committee review
all E-Rate contracts and billings to ensure that payments are made for only those services that are
provided. We further recommend that the District Attorney for the Third Judicial District of
Louisiana and the United States Attorney for the Western District of Louisiana review this
information and take appropriate legal action, to include seeking restitution.
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Attachment I

Additional Information



School District Entered Into Contracts With a Company Partially Owned by
Employees.

The Office of Legislative Auditor is aware of the position taken by the Louisiana Board of
Ethics. However, although Mr. Snell did not own a controlling interest in SEND as defined by
R.S. 42: 1102(g), he was the school district's technology coordinator in charge ofadvising the
school district and the superintendent on technology related issues. Mr. Snell was listed as the
school district's contact person on USAC Form 470, the same form (Exhibit #1 of management's
response) that the school district posted on USAC's Web site to nationally advertise for
proposals. This created a situation in which prospective vendors would have had to contact
Mr. Snell (part owner of a competitive vendor - SEND) to obtain information about potential E
Rate contracts with the school district. Though the Louisiana Board of Ethics may not consider
this arrangement a violation of the state ethics laws, it increases the risk ofunfair competition,
fraud, or abuse to an unacceptable level and therefore should not be practiced by those entrusted
with public funds. As discussed in the finding, Mr. Snell was actively involved in the award and
administration of the SEND contract and therefore may have used his position in violation of
R.s. 14: 140, "Public Contract Fraud."

Competitive Bid Process Was Flawed.

The bid process was by its design ineffective and therefore did not ensure a fair and competitive
result.

1. Mr. Snell, an owner of SEND, was listed as the contact person for potential
bidders on the school district's initial advertisement.

2. The school district entered into a purchase order with SEND before the bid
process.

3. Potential bidders were severely restricted in the time they had to respond and
though SEND had an owner inside the school district, other bidders were not
afforded the opportunity to clarify or discuss any of the proposed specifications
before the bid.

4. Mr. Snell participated in the preparation ofthe document provided to school
board members comparing the bids received.
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Had the school district desired to ensure a fair environment and promote the greatest level of
competition the school board could have:

I. Removed Mr. Snell as contact person for potential bidders and involvement in bid
tabulations

2. Delayed entering into premature agreements with SEND

3. Allowed ample time for potential bidders to respond and to access unbiased
information regarding the proposed specifications

It is also important to note the following:

• During the 1998/99 E-Rate period, Mr. Stevenson, acting as the fiscal agent for a
consortium of school districts (which included Union Parish), purchased hardware
for the school district such as cabling, servers, network routers, hubs, and other
equipment necessary for the school district to obtain Internet access.
Mr. Stevenson's involvement in this process with Union Parish School Board
provided him (SEND) with information other vendors did not have access to
during the bidding process.

• Other vendors had only five days to respond to the bid without the benefit of
obtaining additional information from the school board. This may have forced
LDS to include certain unnecessary equipment costs in its bid.

The School Board Entered Into Contracts With SEND Without Approval of
School Board Members.

Management stated that Mr. Snell did not negotiate nor sign any contracts between SEND and
the school board and until he became superintendent in June 200 I, had no authority to enter into
contracts on behalf of the school district. Management further stated that it was Mr. Snell's job
to advise the superintendent and the district on technology questions for Union Parish.

• After the initial contract with SEND in 1998, the school board entered into
additional contracts with SEND for ISP services, network support services,
software services, and internal connections. Mr. Snell stated that once the school
board approved him to do business with SEND in May 1998, it was implied that
he could continue to do business with SEND on subsequent contracts.

• During our review of subsequent minutes to school board meetings, we found no
evidence to indicate that the board approved additional contracts between the
school board and SEND. Furthermore, we could find no evidence to indicate that
additional quotes from other vendors were obtained to ensure the school board
that SEND was the most cost effective service. Furthermore, if Mr. Snell recused
himself in regard to negotiations with SEND, the question arises as to who
represented the school district on the technology related issues (ISP services,
network support services, software services, and internal connections) when
dealing with SEND. Evidence including the initial advertisement, the bid
comparison provided to the school board members, and statements of a SEND
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employee indicates that Mr. SnelI materially participated in both the award and
administration of the SEND contract.

SEND Charged the School District and USAC for Services Which Were Either
Not Allowed or Not Provided.

Management states the finding is incorrect because the billed services were performed and
allowed. Management's response ignores the facts in that:

1. The original contract specifically provided that there would be no additional
charges for installation, conversion, and reprogramming. The amended contract
was entered into seven months after the services were provided if provided at all.
The amended contract itself is highly suspect because it, in itself, is exactly what
can happen when a conflict of interest exists between a member of management
and a vendor.

2. SEND billed these costs as installation and conversion costs to the school district
but as quarterly Internet access to USAC-two separate and distinct types of
service.

From July 1, 1999, to June 30, 2000, SEND appean to have been paid $12,184 in
violation of the state constitution for on-site network support services performed
during the following year.

On March II, 2002, Mark Stevenson, owner and general manager of SEND, told auditors that
the contract dated February 22, 1999, covered a two-year period and that a SEND employee
(Gary Walsworth) was assigned to work strictly at the Union Parish School Board for 20 hours
each week. When asked to provide documented work hours under this contract, Mr. Stevenson
provided auditors with a report indicating that SEND had paid Mr. Walsworth for 1,204 work
hours from July 1999 to June 2000 and an additional 1,000 hours for July 2000 to June 200 I.
Mr. Stevenson then provided auditors with a Service Hours Report for the period July 30, 1999,
to September 30, 2001, indicating an additional 340 documented hours. At no time did
Mr. Stevenson indicate the existence of or provide to auditors a "Paper" Timeffravel summary
of additional documented work hours that was included in management's response of August 23,
2002.

Management's response also states that the contract of February 22, 1999, provided for on-site
technical support, network programming, and specialized installation services. However,
SEND's response for proposals for ISP Services (a separate contract that the school board
entered into with SEND) states that SEND will provide (I) all programming and support to
maintain Internet support for the subscriber; (2) remote programming and support for individual
routers; (3) router software updates installation; (4) configuration, management, and diagnostic
troubleshooting for related telco interfaces; (5) remote Internet client software support; and
(6) software updates for Internet programming and services as available. None of the records
provided by Mr. Stevenson or management have indicated whether the documented work hours
were included under the Network Support Services contract or the ISP Services contract.
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From July 2001 to June 2002, SEND appears to have billed the school district
improperly for enhanced Internet services that were not provided.

Auditors concluded that the school district's networking configuration had not changed because
(I) SEND's proposal for 1998 Internet access provided for T-I point-to-point links from the
school sites to the central office; (2) the school board's contract with SEND for 1999 Internet
access provided for T-I point-to-point links from the school sites to the central office; and
(3) although the school district could not provide documentation indicating the configuration in
place during 2000, Mr. Snell stated that the configuration was the same configuration in place
during the 1998 and 1999 funding years.

Mr. Snell further explained that the school district had T-I point-to-point links from the school
sites to the central office during the 2001 funding year. This configuration conflicts with
SEND's proposal for 200 I Internet access which states that SEND would provide T-I point-to
point links from the school sites direct to SEND's offices in Monroe. Both Mr. Snell and
Me. Stevenson confirmed that the school district's school sites did not have T-llinks to SEND's
offices during the 2001 funding year.
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Management Response to Investigative Audit Report

Allegations of impropriety should be based on substantive factual analysis, not

speculative innuendo, hearsay, and conjecture. The findings ofthe Legislative Auditor show that

the investigation centered on proving improprieties and not finding the truth. Although the

Louisiana Ethics Board repeatedly validated the correctness ofSEND Technologies, L.L.C.

(SEND), the Union Parish School Board, and Mr. Snell's actions, the Legislative Auditor was

determined to find graft and corruption even when the facts confirmed none was present. As will

be shown in this response, the Legislative Auditor ignored facts that proved that SEND, the

Union Parish School Board, and Mr. Snell acted in a professional manner.

1. CREATING A CONFLICf OF INTEREST BY ENTERING INTO
CONTRACTS WITH A COMPANY PARTLY OWNED BY ITS EMPLOYEES

The Legislative Auditor's report states that because the Union Parish School Board

entered into a contract with SEND in April, 1998, to provide modem communications and

information services, a conflict of interest resulted because Mr. Tom Snell and Mrs. Bobbye

Earle were each 15% owners ofSEND. The Auditor's report also notes that Mrs. Earle and Mr.

Snell received collectively 41% ofthe distn"butions from SEND during the year 2000.

LSA R.S. 42:1102(8) defines "Controlling Interest" as "any ownership in any legal entity

or beneficial interest in a trust, held by or on behalfofan individual or a member ofhis

immediate fumily, either individually or collectively, which exceed twenty five (25%) percent of

that legal entity." (EMPHASIS ADDED)

This question was addressed by the Louisiana Board ofEthics, Docket Number 2001-

280, in an opinion rendered on January 24, 2002. The Board determined that no violation



occurred since the ownership interest was less than 25%. On April 11, 2002, the Board meeting

in regular session accepted the disqualification procedure whereby, as long as Mr. Snell was

superintendent ofthe District, the services from SEND would be provided free ofcbarge.

The question as to whether Mr. Snell had a conflict of interest in this matter was

investigated by the Louisiana Ethics Commission and a report was rendered on January 24, 2002

stating that no ethical violation had occurred. Likewise none should be found here.

The Auditor's Report states that Mrs. Earle and Mr. Snell owned 1S% each ofSEND

which is certainly well below the 25% requires by LSA R.S. 42:1102(8). The Report also

implies that because in the year 2000. 41% ofthe distributions was received by Mrs. Earle and

Mr. Snell, this created a conflict of interest. The distribution in the year 2000 had absolutely

nothing to do with the contract entered into in 1998; however. assuming arguendo that it did, half

of41% is 20.5% each which is still below the provisions ofLSA R.S. 42:1102(8).

There is absolutely no legal or factual basis to report that a conflict exists between SEND

and Mrs. Earle and Mr. Snell while both were employed by the Union Parish School Board.

2. BYPASSING THE COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCESS

Although a competitive bid other than submission ofthe form 470 process is not required

for professional services, See Louisiana v. Mel/henry. 9 So. 2d 467. 470 (La. 1942); Louisiana

Attorney Genera/ Op. Atty. Gen.. No. 92-492, Sept. 4. 1992, the Union Parish School System

initiated a proposal for quotes to ensure it received quality services at the best possible price.

On March 4, 1998. the Union Parish School System posted a national advertisement for

proposals (Fonn 470) (Exhibit 1). Various telecommunications services vendors throughout the

country were given 28 days to review the request and to submit a response. No national vendors
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responded to the request except SEND. As required by USAC guidelines, a Form 471 was

submitted to USAC indicating a contract date between SEND and the School System. Based on

the USAC requirement that a contract be in place, a contract that provided an escape provision

should the School System elect not to use SEND, was executed between SEND and the School

System.

On April 28, 1998, Mr. Lazenby executed the escape provision in the contract and set up

a meeting between Mr. Stevenson and the Union Parish School Board Finance Committee to

discuss services and cost. The Finance Committee agreed to do business with SEND provided

there were no legal reasons why SEND would be prohibited to doing business with the School

System. Prior to making a final recommendation for approval ofthe new contract, the finance

committee asked Mr. Lazenby, the Superintendent, to obtain additional quotes to provide a

comparison to SEND's offer.

On May 6, 1998, a request for quotes was sent to prospective service providers. The

quotes were due no later than May 11, 1998, the day ofthe next Board meeting. SEND's quote

did not change. A quote was received from LOS (Long Distance Savers) that was almost five

times higher than SEND's quote.

On May 11, 1998, a comparison document originated by the Superintendent's office was

provided to the Board members. The undisputed data contained in that document demonstrated

the SEND proposal was overwhelmingly superior to that ofLOS. After receiving a fitvorable

recommendation from the Finance committee, the Board authorized Mr. Lazenby, the

Superintendent, to enter into a contract with SEND.

Even though SEND provided more service at 1/5 the price quoted by LOS, the

Legislative Auditor argues that the School System bypassed the competitive bid process. This
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allegation is without merit. Professional services are not required to be bid. The School System

complied with USAC advertising requirements and extended the process after the initial decision

to validate the process. The School System should not be criticized when it takes additional

precautionary steps not required by law.

3. CLAIM THAT MR.. SNELL ENTEREP INTO CONTRACfS WITHOUT THE
APPROVAL OF SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS

The report states that Mr. Snell entered into contracts between SEND and the District

without School Board approval This finding is without merit for the following reasons:

A. Mr. Snell's job description states that he was to advise the Superintendent

and the Board on technology questions for Union Parish. (exhibit 2) Mr. Snell did

not sign any contract between SEND and the District. After Mr. Snell became

Superintendent in June, 2001, he requested a ruling from the Ethics Board to

determine ifSEND could provide service free to the district to assure there would

be no conflict. The Ethics Board ruled that SEND could donate services to the

Union Parish School Board (exhibit 3).

B. Mr. Lazenby was Superintendent when the Internet contract was entered

into and was certainly aware that Mrs. Earle and Mr. Snell oWned an interest in

SEND. In fuet, Mr. Lazenby went the extra step to instruct Mrs. Cranford to get

additional comparable quotations even though no additional action was required.

LDS submitted a quote which was five times the cost ofthe SEND proposal Mr.

Lazenby correctly took the lower quote and so recommended same to the Board.

C. Until Mr. Snell became Superintendent in June, 2001, he had no authority

to enter into contracts on behalfofthe District, but to only advise, which he did
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very competently pertaining to technology issues, but he recused himself in regard

to negotiations with SEND. Every precaution was taken by Mr. Lazenby to

assure the Board that SEND was the most cost effective service and that Mr. Snell

was dealing with the Board in an open and arms-length relationship. The

contracts and purchase orders referenced were not signed by Mr. Snell, but were

signed by Superintendent Lazenby. Mr. Snell never negotiated those contracts;

Mr. Lazenby did.

For these reasons, the finding ofthe Report is without merit either factually or legally.

4. PAYING FOR SERVICES THAT WERE EITHER NOT ALLOWED OR NOT
PROVIDED

The Legislative Auditor's report states that Union Parish School Board and Monroe City

School System were both paid for the same services for April, May, and June of 1998, thus

resulting in a duplication ofpayments. This fmding is incorrect because the billed services were

performed and allowed.

The original contract provided for a minimum term oflSP service starting in April, 1998.

(Exhibit 4). Due to delays from the District, the actual start date was July, 1998. USAC

subsequently required all school districts to initiate an amended contract due to a change in the

funding cycle. The amended contract was approved by Superintendent Lazenby in February,

1999. (Exhibit 5) The amended contract allowed for installation charges to be negotiated in case

ofdelayed implementations.

Conversion expenses were incurred by SEND to convert the ISP services from MeSa to

SEND and also to provide support services for April, May, and June even though the start date

was not until July, 1998. Based upon the delay in the implementation ofthe start date, not only
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were the services provided and allowed but a substantial amount ofservices were rendered with

little or no compensation either from the District or USAC.

5. ISSUING PAYMENTS TO SEND IN VIOLATION OF TIlE STATE CONSTITIITION

The Report states that 855 hours were billed to the District and USAC prior to these

services being performed in violation ofArticle 7, Section 14 ofthe Louisiana Constitution.

This rmding lacks merit because not only did SEND supply service beyond the requirements of

the contract, but no services were billed prior to the work being performed.

The contract ofFebruary 22. 1999, provided for on-site technical support, network

programming, level support, and specialized installation services. The contract does not specify

that all time be committed "on-site", but does commit to a total of2,080 hours. The original

term of the services would bave been from July, 1999 through september 30, 2000. Due to the

delayed approval, USAC allowed the original term to be extended to end on September 30, 2001.

During the original services term ending September 30, 2000, SEND provided a

minimum of2,090 hours ofon-site support for the District. SEND additionally supplied several

hundred more hours ofnetwork programming support from in-office personnel that was not

allocated or charged to the District. The charged hours were a combination ofMr. Walsworth

assigned part-time to the District and Monroe based technicians dispatched to the District.

SEND maintained travel and time summary records for dispatched services on paper

forms during funding year (July. 1999 - September. 2000) and moved to a computerized

summary in funding year 2000 (October, 2000 - September, 2001).

In summary: In funding year 1999 the following hours were worked by SEND employees

on-site in the District:
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Gary Walsworth -
"Paper" Timelfravel Summary

TOTAL ACTUAL HOURS
BILLED HOURS

1,204 (per Legislative Auditor's Report)
886 (Exhibit 6)

2,090
2,059

Additional time provided the following year 2000 represents over $75,000 ofpro-bono

provided by SEND. Neither the District nor USAC were billed for the additional time.

6. PAYING SEND FOR ENHANCED SERVICES THAI WERE NEYER
PROVIDED

The Report notes that the billing rate with SEND increased between the second and third

year, and incorrectly states that the District had paid for enhanced services that it bad not

received. The Report also states that the District could not provide the auditors with a contract

describing the services to be rendered. The Report takes a giant leap and assumes without

factual basis that the increased fee represents the creation ofa different configuration other than

using the District's central office as the routing hub. This giant leap by the report is also flawed

in that SEND has consistently provided enhanced and improved services to the District.

The report stating that the networking infrastructure has not changed since 1998 is not

accurate. The 1998 configuration provided low-speed 56KB services from schools direct to

SEND. The initial service cost was therefore based on a minimum service level requirement. In

1999, the District upgraded to high-speed 11 services, arranging services in an aggregated star

configuration with school connecting through the School Board Office. SEND did not increase

pricing in 1999, although service requirements increased significantly. SEND provided a higher

cost quotation in 2000 based on the aggregated 11 configuration in place since 1999.
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The proposal for 2001 allowed the option for the District to revert to direct connection

configuration. The cost ofthe optional reconfiguration, however, was the same as the existing

star configuration cost ofthe prior year. The District received enhanced services in Year 4 with

upgraded DS3 service from SEND to the national backbone; significantly enhanced security,

mail and routing services required for industry and government standards; and additional

customer services personnel provided by SEND to support school Internet service. SEND

provided the option for the District to connect to SEND under either method, but reduced the

price ofdirect connections to match the price ofthe aggregated connection. See page 10 of

proposal. (Exhibit 7) SEND's billing to the District for July, 2001 to June, 2002 was appropriate

and pursuant to contract.

Since June of2oo2, SEND has been providing internet services to the District free of

charge. It should be noted that at the time that the decision was made to offer the services free,

there was no investigation under way by the Legislative Auditor's Office. The donation of

services by SEND is in compliance with LA R.S. 42:1123(28) and has been approved by the

Louisiana Board ofEthics. (Exhibit 3).

The Union Parish SChool Board will continue to follow the provisions ofthe Louisiana

Revised Statutes and guidance ofthe Louisiana Board ofEthics regarding contractual

arrangements with its employees. It shall follow USAC guidelines and Louisiana law in the

awarding ofcontracts and in the payment for such services.
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http://www.sl.universalservice.orgifonnsIReviewAll.asp 08/1612002



Block 1

~L NllJllber or Rude.":
~IO

.. N..ber of buildillp to be lervetl:
~

tnt. NUMber or library patroa.:

19. NlIIIIber of room. to a.e lerveel:
!zs8

Page 2 of4

BIodl3: s.......,. Delertptloa ofNeeda or SenJcea Req-aed

~o. r Check if applicant 3CCb di9COl1llts only for eligible llCI'Vic:cs baed on ODe or more nia.piDclJD&
s) and onlCccd to Block 4., VIle Contract SiJmed Icontrad. Terminatioo Date

~1. ~ Check here ifyou have a Request for ProposaI(RFP) availllble.IfRFP is posted QII. website, provide the
!website address

(1) (1) (3) (4) (S)

Total
IEUtlDI SenJcea . Detaib

Deaired Deaired (Optloul)

111. Telec:emmllllbtlou SenIcies

ilL Number ofphones tha ha~or n:quirc lICI'Vic:c (Sec iostnx:tioos
. extension pbooes IIld fax machinc:s.)

~. Number of th8tha~ or I'eQUin: sc:rvic:c

F:. Number ofhigh bandwidth video coofi IiDks
~ Specify other (Optional)

l3.latenal e--dIoa. IUstID Total DeUII

I. Number of buildinltS with at least lIOIDC rooms CODIICCtcd .7 13 lJo
b. Number of rooms COIIDCiCtcd ~20 it68 •
~ Hiahest Speed ofCODDCCtioa ~Omb 1100mb
~ Soccifv otbec (ODtiooal)

I4.Iatenet AcaI. d Total DetdI
L Number ofdial UP oonnectioos

b. HiRhest soccd cIdial up connectious

c. Number ofdirect coonectioos 11 it 11

d-Hi of such direct CODDeCboos ~k In
~. Specify other

IS. You may provide additiOll" IUD1IDaIY iDformalicolbout the lICI'Vicc:s you Ire rcquestius to help Kn'ic:c
providers identify your needs own: precisely.You may puvide klcboicaI n:quircmeots or give m informal
~pCiODofyour tcJeconlDlJllicatioas-n::latcd goals.

tnae distrlet i. reqaeJtiDa bigh .peed digital data drcaitl 'or "boob to provide laterllet Kee'" TIle dbtrict
~ reqlleltillglSP lenom for schools and c....rooau iadudiq EMAD..lUpporLTbe distrlet h reqaeatlDg
j.ddltloDal CAT 5 wiriDtt in Khool..

~6. P Checlc here iftbac Ire any n:strictioos imposed by slate or local laws or regulatioas co bow and wheD
poviders may contact you or OIl other bidding procedures.Please describe below aoy such resIric:t:ions or

• You may attach rcstrietioos or gi~website where they lie posted.

IDIatriet o_rates uDder La Title 38 _d annlkable date .taiaa.

17. Purchases in future yean: Ifyou have cum:ol plans to purchase additional scrYioes in future years, describe
~ below (Providing this infonnation is opUooal.)

http://www.sl.universalservice.orglfonnsIReviewAll.asp 08116/2002



Block 1

Bloek 4: Tecbaolov Allellment

Page 3 of4

Block 5: Listing Consortium Participants

19. Eligible Entities: (BiDed Entities.) If applicant is an individual school or a library or a school district or a
library system that will receive only one bill, it should only fill in the first row orthis chart. Ifapplicant is a
consortium ofmultiple billed entities. then it should fill out a row for each billed entity. (Applicant may
attach additional pages.)

Billed Entity Billed Billed Entity Code Zip Code(s) of
Entity's Zip (InsertedbyAdministrator) Recipients of

Code Service
liMON PARISH SCHOOL 71241 139313 71222DISTlUCf
UNION PARISH SCHOOL 71241 139313 71234DISTRlCf
liMON PAlUSH SCHOOL 71241 139313 71241DISTRlCf
UNION PARISH SCHOOL 71241 139313 712S6DISTRlCf

liMON PARISH SCHOOL 71241 13'313 71260DISTRICf

UNION PAlUSH SCHOOL 71241 139313 71277DISTRICf

20. Entities Ineligible for Schools and Libnries Discount:

Name ofEntity Zip Code(s) of Contact Person Phone Number, E-mail Address,
Recipients of or Alternative Preferred Contact

Service Method

Block 6: Certfications and Signature

http://www.sl.universalservice.orglfonnslReviewAll.asp 0811612002



Block I Page 4 of4

21. ne applicant 1Ddades:(Clteck oae or ....)

.. p scbooIs under the statutoIy defmitioos of elementary and secondaIy lIChools found in the Elementary and
Education Act of 1965, 20U.S.C. Sees. 8801(14) and (25), that do not opcnte as for-profit businesses,

IIIld do not have endowments cxcc:cdin.. SSO millioo' and/or
b. r libnlries or library coosortia eligible for assistaoce from a State library administrative agency under the
...ibl'luy Services and Tccbnology Ad. of 1996 that do not operate as for-profit businesses IUd whose budgets are
completely separate from any school{iocluding, but not limited to) elementary and secondary schools, colleges,
and universities.
22. AU of the iadivJclaaildloob, Ubraria.ud UbI'lll'J C8IIIOrtia
lilted abovc In ... l' arc CO"crcd "y:
.. Ii1 individual technology plllDS and/or

It. r higher-level technology plllDS for using the services~ in this applicatioo(ifthose services consist of
l»ther than voice services).

23.Stm.., .,bulCcheck Olle):

.. (:; TccbnoloRY planes) basJha-w: been apgro~or

b. r
~ .olm(s) wiD be IlI'PI'Oved by a state or other 8IJthorizIxl body; or

Cor Tccbnolo2V olan(s) will be submitted to ScbooIs and Libraries for aDDrOval.

24. Ii1 1ccr1ify that the lICI'Vices the applicaDt purcbacs at discounts provided by 47 U.S.C. Sec. 254 will be WICd
IIOlely for educ:atiooal purposes 8Dd wiD not be sold. raoId. or tnDsferred in considenIion for mooey or any othcr
thinli of value.

25. r;; 1rccognizc that support under this JlI'08I'lIIIl is cooditioaal upon the school(s) or libnry(ies) I represent
~uring *USS to all oftbe resources. includiDg computers.1raioing. software. m8inteDmee.1IDd elcctrical

'OIIS to use the services effc:ctivelv.

~6. Ji; I ccr1ify that I am aothorized to submit this RlqUCSt 011 behalfof the above-oamed applic8llt. that I have
!eXamined this request. BDd to the best ofmy knowledge, information. and belief: all staIcmeDls offact CXIOtained
IJcrcin are Irue.

iZ'. PrinIed name ofauthorizw:d person
rt'om Snell
~ Title or position of IlJthorizcd pcrsoo

SnteDU Achnillistrator

http://www.sl.universalservice.orglfonnsIReviewAll.asp 0811612002



JOB DESCRIPTION

Tecllnology Systems Admi1listrator

TITLE: Technology Systems Administrator

QUALIFICATIONS: Valid Louisiana Teaching Certificate
Experience in development and management of
technologies.

REPORTS TO: Superintendent

PERSONNEL EVALUATION RESPONSIBILITY: None

JOB GOALS: To make available to all students educational
opportunities that will provide them with the
technology skills to function successfully in life; to
provide staff development.

Performance Responsibilities

I. Functions of the Technology Systems Administrator:

a. Provide leadership in the development and/or dissemination of
materials in area of technology multimedia

b. Develop, implement and evaluate special multimedia programs

c. Develop, implement and evaluate professional development
programs

d. Keep abreast of new trends

e. Makes recommendations promoting the improvement of
multimedia programs

f. Obtains outside consultants according to established policy



Technology Systems Coordinator
Page 2

g. Coordinates with the principal site-based multimedia activities

h. Provides assistance to principals in:
(1) Developing technology plan
(2) Maintaining and assessing effectiveness of technology plan
(3) Determining the best usage of technology materials and

equipment
(4) : Multimedia supervision
(5) Areas of special need

2. Critical Responsibilitj,es

a. Continues professional growth and development

b. Adheres to standards of ethical behavior

c. Adhere to local school board policies, procedures, and philosophy

d. Assume management responsibilities and decisions in area of
specialization
(1) Participating in personnel orientation
(2) Planning and implementing in-service training
(3) Preparing and administering technology related budgets
(4) Making presentations to the scbool board wben requested
(5) Maintainin& accurate and timely records/reports
(6) Maintaining an effective system of distribution of equipment

and materials to schools
(7) Participating in site-based facility planning for technology
(8) Planning & implementing technology programs and

activities as mandated by the local school board, the State
Department of Education, or other governing agencies, and

(9) Working with principals in implementing programs.
services, and resolving technology problems



Technology Systems Administrator
Page 3

e. Communication and interpersonal relationship
(1) Interpreting technology programs to the community
(2) Addressing concerns in area of responsibility
(3) Preparing and disseminating communications regarding

technology plan

f. Personal qualities
(1) : Reveals a positive attitude and sets appropriate models as

evidenced by:
(a) Appearance
(b) Relationships
(c) Use of standard English

(2) Demonstrates competency in areas of responsibilities

3. Other Reqllirements

Adheres to the regulations, policies, and procedures established by the
State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, the State
Department of Education~and the local School Board, and/or other
official publications.

Evalllation.· Performance will be evaluated in accordance with the
provisions of the School Board's policy on evaluation of
personnel

Date .
::n;;:.~c.=~ _

Employee's Signature



·eo,;. .
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April 15, 2002

Stephen J. Katz
411 South Washington
Bastrop, LA 71220

STATE OF LOUISIANA
DEPARTMENT OF STATE CIVIL SERVICE

LOUISIANA BOARD OF ETHICS
8401 UNITED PlAZA BOULEVARD

SUITE 200
BATON ROUGE. LA 70809-7017

(225) 922·1400
FAX: (225) 922·1414

1·800-842-6630
vvww.ethlcs.state.le.us

RE: Ethics Board Docket No. 2002-133

Dear Mr. Katz:

The Board ofEthics, at its April II , 2002 meeting, considered the disqualificationprocedure
you submitted regarding the Union Parish School Board handling any matters involving the
current contract between Send Technologies and the school system while Tom Snell, who
owns an interest of less than 25% in Send Technologies, serves as Superintendent for the
school system. Further, you stated that ifSend Technologies provides services to the Union
Parish School Board in the future, that such services. will be provided free of charge.

The Board concluded, and instructed me to inform you that it approved the disqualification
plan. Further, the Board concluded that Section 1123(27) of the Code of Governmental
Ethics would allow Send Technologies·to donate services to the Union Parish School Board.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

LOUISIANA BOARD OF ETHICS

94;:i:~'~
For the Board

EB:JGM

AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



UNION PARISH SCHOOL BOARD
P. O. BOX 308 FARMERVILLE, LOUISIANA 71241

PURCHASE ORDER PURCHASE
ORDER N~ 1590 G

Date 4- 2--18

Vendor 0e..n& Te cl. 1\" I () ~...Lj.'-_S.~-~5""f" " AJu 'bit"" Jyo 30 I DOO:L
Addr8SS J _
FUllds SChool_A_·.:..JJI-:+---=C=-'..:..O_. _
DeplU1ment _

:lUANTllY UNITPAICE

.0 0

06

1)0,00

100.00

(>0.00

TOTAL

~igned----------------------
:weeived By
'LACE ORDER NO:='-:.ON~'IOU:-::R-:-:',tM:l~IC~ES~A-N':':'"D'"":'"AlL--:-PAC~KAG-:---ES.----------

GRAND TOTAL M # 2 :3 0 ()
==~==b=.-=-.. -=_=_..=_..~__=_~==~~===~====~:;;";;,;;;,;:::.",;.,;;,;,;,,;;:;,,,,~~~F=='=~~~!!l:!::::====

Approved m.;b 1--. ~ L-I-/_

ORDER VOID UNLESSAPPR~
White •Vendor Yellow· School Board OffIce Pink· Return with Invoice



SEND Technologies, L.L.C.
1900 Lamy Lane, Suite H

Monroe, LA 71201
(318) 340-0750

(318) 340-0580 (FAX)

SERVICES ORDER

Union Parish School District agrees for SEND Tecbnologies, LL.C., 1900 Lamy Lane, Suite H. Monroe, LA
7120 I, to provide the following services:

!Sf Seryices: Digital Syncronet T1 connection to the District Office for lntemet at a cost ofSI3S0 per month
plus S1000 per month for 10 schools that will be connected to the centra! office (Sloo per month per remote
schools that will be connected to the network). Initial installations and/or programmi.Og included in
.monthly charges if the installation is for full term as authorized by SLC. Installation charges to be
negotiated with customer if installation term less than full term authorized by SLC.

Network Support: Designing and providing network addressing plan, setup security, and configure EMAIL,
cache services, and components for the centra! server and remote servers. To provide ongoing remote networking
support for each school program, troubleshoot, and monitor the network opemtion. With this service to provide
remote operating system and network software support for ~esktop computers, school servers, and routers.

Software Support: To provide software updates and remote support which are included in the Network Support
costs.

Network Prommmiae: Additional network support upon request. Any cbarges are to be confirmed by the
customer prior to performance of services.

Start Date: Apri12, 1998 upon SLC funding authorization..

Termination Date: June 30, 1999 in accordance with SLC extension regulations.

PJca.s~ pote: This servjces order is continiOnt upon customer recciyin& ~royal oillie Universal Servjce CE
Rate) IPlllication for the above-mentioned services.

Manager, SEND Technologies

Date

Date



..

Union Parish School Dist

Name Hours Date

1-Jul-99 Thursday
2-Jul-99 Friday
3-Jul-99 Saturday
4-Jul-99 Sunday
5-Jul-99 Monday
6-Ju/-99 Tuesday
7-Jul-99 Wednesday
8-Jul-99 Thursday
9-Jul-99 Friday

1Q-Jul-99 Saturday
11-Jul-99 Sunday

Matt - T 4 12-Jul·99 Monday
Matt - T 8 13-Jul-99 Tuesday
Matt - T 8 14-Jul-99 Wednesday

15-Jul-99 Thursday
16-Jul·99 Friday
17-Jul-99 saturday
18-Jul-99 Sunday
19·Jul-99 Monday
20-Jul-99 Tuesday
21-Jul-99 Wednesday
22-Jul-99 Thursday

Matt· T 8 23-Jul-99 Friday
24-Jul·99 Saturday
2S.Jul-99 Sunday
26-Jul-99 Monday
27-Jul-99 Tuesday

Matt· T 3 28·Jul·99 Wednesday
29·Jul-99 Thursday
3O-Jul·99 Friday
31-Jul-99 Saturday
1-Aug-99 Sunday
2-Aug-99 Monday
3·Aug-99 Tuesday
4-Aug-99 Wednesday
S.Aug-99 Thursday
6-Aug-99 Friday
7-Aug-99 Saturday
8-Aug-99 Sunday
9-Aug-99 Monday

1D-Aug-99 Tuesday
Matt • T 8 11-Aug-99 Wednesday

12-Aug-99 Thursday
Matt - T 8 13-Aug-99 Friday

14-Aug-99 Saturday
15-Aug-GG Sunday
16-Aug-99 Monday
17.Aug-99 Tuesday
18·Aug-99 Wednesday



19-Aug-99 Thursday
Matt· T a 20-Aug-99 Friday

21-Aug-99 Saturday
22-Aug-99 Sunday

Matt - T 8 23-Aug-99 Monday
Matt • T a 24-Aug-99 Tuesday
Matt • T a 25-Aug-99 Wednesday

26-Aug-99 Thursday
27·Aug-99 Friday
28-Aug-99 Saturday
29-Aug-99 Sunday
30-Aug-99 Monday
31-Aug-99 Tuesday

1-Sep-99 Wednesday
Matt - T a 2-Sep-99 Thursday

3-Sep-99 Friday
4-5ep-99 Saturday
5-5ep-99 Sunday
6-Sep-99 Monday
7-5ep-99 Tuesday
a-Sep-99 Wednesday

Matt - T 3 9-Sep-99 Thursday
1Q-Sep-99 Friday
11-Sep-99 Saturday
12-5ep-99 Sunday
13-Sep-99 Monday
14-Sep-99 Tuesday
15-Sep-99 Wednesday
16-sep-99 Thursday

Matt - T 8 . 17-Sep-99 Friday
18-Sep-99 Saturday
19-5ep-99 Sunday

Matt - T 4 2Q-Sep-99 Monday
21-Sep-99 Tuesday
22-Sep-99 Wednesday
23-5ep-99 Thursday
24-Sep-99 Friday
25-Sep-99 Saturday
26-S&p-99 Sunday
27-5ep-99 Monday
28-Sep-99 Tuesday
2Q.Sep-99 Wednesday

Matt - T a 30-Sep-99 Thursday
1-0ct-99 Friday
2-Oct-99 Saturday
3-Qct·99 Sunday
4-Qct-99 Monday
5-0ct-99 Tuesday

Matt - T 4 6-Oct-99 Wednesday
7-oct-99 Thursday
a-Oct-99 Friday
9-Qct-99 Saturday

10-oct-99 Sunday
11-0ct·99 Monday



Matt· T
Matt· T

Matt
Matt

12-0ct-99 Tuesday
4 13-0ct-99 Wednesday
8 14-0ct-99 Thursday

15-0ct~99 Friday
16-0ct-99 Saturday
17-Oct-99 Sunday
18-0et-99 Monday
19-0et-99 Tuesday
20-Qct-99 Wednesday
21-0ct-99 Thursday
22-0ct-99 Friday
23-0ct-99 Saturday
24-0ct-99 Sunday
25-OCt-99 Monday
26-0ct-99 Tuesday
27-Qct-99 Wednesday
28-oct-99 Thursday
29-0ct-99 Friday
30-0ct-99 Saturday
31-0ct-99 Sunday
1-Nov-99 Monday
2-Nov-99 Tuesday
3-Nov-OO Wednesday
4-Nov-OO Thursday
5-Nov-99 Friday
6-Nov-99 Saturday
7-Nov-OO Sunday
8-Nov-99 Monday
9-Nov-OO Tuesday

1Q-Nov-99 Wednesday
8 11-Nov-99 Thursday

4.5 12-Nov-99 Friday
13-Nov-99 Saturday
14-Nov-99 Sunday
15-Nov-99 Monday
16-Nov-99 Tuesday
17-Nov-99 Wednesday
18-Nov-99 Thursday
19-Nov-99 Friday
2Q-Nov-99 Saturday
21-Nov-OO Sunday
22-Nov-99 Monday
23-Nov-99 Tuesday
24-Nov-OO Wednesday
25-Nov-OO Thursday
26-Nov-99 Friday
Z7-Nov-99 Saturday
28-Nov-99 Sunday
29-Nov-99 Monday
3Q-Nov-99 Tuesday

1-0eOo99 Wednesday
2-0ec-99 Thursday
3-0ec-OO Friday
4-0ec-99 Saturday



DL 21
DL 21
DL 8
DL 8
DL 8

Mike 21
Mike 15

DL 8

Matt
Matt
Matt
Matt

DL

s.-Dec·99 Sunday
6-0ec·99 Monday
7·Dec·99 Tuesday
8·0ec-99 Wednesday
9-Dec-99 Thursday

10-Dec-99 Friday
11-Dec-99 Saturday
12-Dec-99 Sunday
13-Dec-99 Monday
14-Dec-99 Tuesday
15-Dec-99 Wednesday
16-Dec-99 Thursday
17-0ec-99 Friday
18·Dec-99 Saturday
19-Dec-99 Sunday
20-0ec-99 Monday
21-Dec-99 Tuesday
22-Dec-99 Wednesday
23-Dec-99 Thursday
24-Dec-99 Friday
25-Dec-99 Saturday
26-Dec-99 Sunday
27·Dec-99 Monday
28·0ec-99 Tuesday
29·0ec-99 Wednesday
3Q-Oec·99 Thursday
31·0ec-99 Friday

1-Jan-OO Saturday
2-Jan-QO Sunday
3-Jan-oO Monday Kenneth/Jeremy
4-Jan-OO Tuesday Kenneth/Jeremy
5-Jan-oO Wednesday
6-Jan-oO Thursday
7-Jan-QO Friday
8-Jan-OO Saturday
9-Jan-oO Sunday

10-Jan-OO Monday Jarrod/Jeremy
11-Jan-oO Tuesday Jarrod/Jeremy
12-Jan-OO Wednesday
13-Jan-OO Thursday
14-Jan-oO Friday
15-Jan.oo Saturday
16-Jan.oo Sunday
17·Jan-oO Monday

4 18-Jan.oo Tuesday
4 19-Jan.oo Wednesday
5 20-Jan-oO Thursday
8 21-Jan-OO Friday

22-Jan.oo Saturday
23-Jan-OO Sunday
24-Jan-QO Monday

4 25-Jan.oo Tuesday
26-Jan-OO Wednesday
27-Jan-OO Thursday



"

I •

28-Jan-oO Friday
29-Jan.()O Saturday
30-Jan-OO Sunday

Mike 32 31-Jan-oO Monday Jarrod/JeremylMike
Matt 4 1·Fe~OO Tuesday
Matt 8 2·Feb-OO Wednesday
Matt 8 3-Feb-OO Thursday
Matt 2 4-Feb-oO Friday

5-Feb-OO Saturday
6-Feb-oO Sunday
7-Feb-oO Monday
8-Feb-oO Tuesday
9-Feb-oO Wednesday

DL;Malt 24 10-Feb'()O Thursday Benji
11·Feb-OO Friday
12-Feb-oO Saturday
13-Feb-oo Sunday
14-Feb-oO Monday
15-Feb-OO Tuesday
16-Feb-oo Wednesday
17-Feb-OO Thursday
18-Feb-oo Friday
19-Feb-OO Saturday
2a-Feb-oo Sunday
21-Feb-oo Monday

DL;Matt 24 22-Feb-oO Tuesday Benji
DL;Matt 16 23-Feb-oo Wednesday
DL;Matt 16 24-Feb-oo Thursday

25-Feb-oO Friday
26-Feb-OO saturday
27-Fe~OO Sunday
28-Feb-OO Monday

Matt 0.5 29-Feb-OO Tuesday
1·Mar-oO Wednesday
2-Mar-OO Thursday
3-Mar-oO Friday
4-Mar-QO Saturday
5-Mar-DO Sunday
6-Mar-OO Monday
7-Mar-DO Tuesday
8-Mar-DO Wednesday
9-Mar-DO Thursday

1a-Mar-OO Friday
11-Mar-oO Saturday
12-Mar-ao Sunday

DL;Matt 16 13-Mar-ao Monday
14-Mar-DO Tuesday
15-Mar-DO Wednesday
16-Mar-QO Thursday
17-Mar-DO Friday
18-Mar-QO Saturday
19-Mar-oO Sunday
20-Mar-ao Monday
21-Mar-OO Tuesday



22-Mar-00 Wednesday
23-Mar-OO Thursday

DL 8 24-Mar-00 Friday
25-Mar-00 Saturday
26-Mar-oO Sunday
27-Mar-oD Monday

DL 8 28-Mar-oO Tuesday
DL 1.5 29-Mar-DO Wednesday

30-Mar-DO Thursday
31-Mar-DO Friday

1-Apr-oo Saturday
2-Apr-oO Sunday

Matt - T 3 3-Apr-oO Monday
4-Apr-oO Tuesday
5-Apr-OO Wednesday

Matt - T 8 6-Apr-00 Thursday
DL;Matt-T 14 7-Apr-oO Friday

B-Apr-oO Saturday
9-Apr-oD Sunday

Matt - T 8 10-Apr-DO Monday
11-Apr-oO Tuesday

Matt - T 8 12-Apr-OO Wednesday
13-Apr-OO Thursday
14-Apr-OO Friday
15-Apr-OO Saturday
16-Apr.QO Sunday
17-Apr-OO Monday
18-Apr-oo Tuesday

DL;Matt-T 8 19-Apr-oO Wednesday
20-Apr-oO Thursday
21-Apr-oD Friday
22-Apr-oO Saturday
23-Apr-oD Sunday
24-Apr-DO Monday
25-Apr-oO Tuesday
26-Apr-oO Wednesday
27-Apr-oO Thursday

Matt - T 3 28-Apr-oO Friday
29-Apr-OO saturday
3Q..Apr-OO Sunday

Matt 8 1-May-DO Monday
Matt 8 2-May-OO Tuesday

3-May-oo Wednesday
4-May-OO Thursday
5-May-OO Friday
6-May-OO Saturday
7-May-DO Sunday
8-May-OO Monday
9-May-OO Tuesday

1O-May-OO Wednesday
11-May-OO Thursday
12-May-oO Friday
13-May-oO Saturday
14-May-oO Sunday



·.

DL 4 15-May·OO Monday
Matt 4 16-May-oO Tuesday

17-May-oO Wednesday
Matt 2.5 18-May-oO Thursday

19-May-OO Friday
20-May-OO Saturday
21-May-OO Sunday

DL 8 22-May-oo Monday
23-May-OO Tuesday

DL;Matt;Mike-T 38 24-May-OO Wednesday JarrodlJeremy/Mike
DL 4 25-May-OO Thursday
DL 4 26-May-OO Friday

27-May-OO Saturday
28-May-OO Sunday
29-May-OO Monday

DL 8 3Q-May-OO Tuesday
31-May-oo Wednesday

Malt 8 1-Jun-OO Thursday
Matt 8 2-Jun-OO Friday

3-Jun.QO Saturday
4-Jun-OO SUnday
5·Jun.QO Monday

Malt 8 6-Jun-OO Tuesday
DL 8 7-Jun-OO Wednesday

8-Jun-OO Thursday
Matt 8 9-Jun-OO Friday

1Q-Jun-oO Saturday
11-Jun-oO Sunday
12·Jun-OO Monday

Matt 8 13-Jun-oc Tuesday
14-Jun-OO Wednesday

Mike 32 15-Jun-OO Thursday JarrodlJeremylMike
MattMike 40 16-Jun-OO Friday Jarrod/JeremylMike

17-Jun-OO Saturday
18-Jun-OO Sunday
19-Jun-OO Monday

Matt 8 2~un-OO Tuesday
21-Jun-OO Wednesday
22-Jun-OO Thursday
23-Jun-OO Friday



· "

24-Jun-QO Saturday
25-Jun-OO Sunday
26-Jun-OO Monday
27-Jun-OO Tuesday

Matt 8 28-Jun-OO Wednesday
29-Jun.QO Thursday
3O-Jun-QO Friday

1-Jul-QO Saturday
2-Jul-OO Sunday
3-Jul-QO Monday
4-Jul-QO Tuesday
5-Jul-QO Wednesday
6-Jul-QO Thursday
7-Jul-QO Friday
8-Jul-QO Saturday
9-Jul-OO Sunday

10-Jul-QO Monday
11-Jul-CO Tuesday
12·Jul-QO Wednesday
13-Jul-QO Thursday
14-Jul-QO Friday
15-Jul-QO Saturday
16-Jul-QO Sunday
17-Jul-QO Monday
18-Jul-OO Tuesday
19-Jul-QO Wednesday
20-Jul-QO Thursday
21-Jul-QO Friday
22·Jul-QO Saturday
23-Jul-QO Sunday
24-Jul-QO Monday
25-Jul-QO Tuesday
26-Jul-OO Wednesday
27-Jul·OO Thursday
28.Jul·OO Friday
29-Jul-OO Saturday
3O-JuJ-CO Sunday
31-Jul-QO Monday
1-Aug-CO Tuesday
2-Aug-OO Wednesday
3-Aug-oO Thursday
4-Aug-QO Friday
5-Aug-oO saturday
6-Aug-oO Sunday
7·Aug-QO Monday
8-Aug-oo Tuesday

DL 4 9-Aug-oO Wednesday
10-Aug-OO Thursday
11-Aug-OO Friday
12-Aug-QO Saturday
13·Aug-QO Sunday

Matt 8 14-Aug-oO Monday
15-Aug-OO Tuesday
16-Aug-OO Wednesday



· ~

17-Aug-oo Thursday
18-Aug-oO Friday
19-Aug-oO Saturday
20-Aug-oO Sunday ,
21-Aug-oO Monday

Matt 4 22-Aug-OO Tuesday
23-Aug-oO Wednesday
24-Aug-OO Thursday
25-Aug-oO Friday
26-Aug-oO Saturday
27-Aug·OO Sunday
28-Aug-OO Monday
29-Aug-OO Tuesday
30-Aug-OO Wednesday

DL 8 31-Aug-OO Thursday
DL 8 1-5ep-OO Friday

2-Sep-OO Saturday
3-Sep-OO Sunday
4-5ep-OO Monday

DL 16 S-5ep-OO Tuesday Trey
DL 16 6-Sep-OO Wednesday Trey
Charles 8 7-Sep-OO Thursday
Charles 8 8-5ep-OO Friday
Charles 8 9-5ep-OO Saturday

1Q-Sep-OO Sunday
11-5ep-OO Monday

Charles 8 12-Sep-OO Tuesday
Charles 8 13-Sep-OO Wednesday
Charles 8 14·Sep-OO Thursday
Charles 8 15-Sep-OO Friday

16-5ep-OO Saturday
17-5ep-OO Sunday

Charles 8 18-Sep-OO Monday
Charles 8 19-5ep-OO Tuesday
Charles 8 20-Sep-oO Wednesday
Charles 8 21-5ep-OO Thursday
Charles 8 22-5ep-OO Friday

23-Sep-OO Saturday
24-Sep-OO SUnday

Charles 8 25-Sep-OO Monday
26-Sep-OOTuesday
27-Sep-OO Wednesday
28-Sep-OO Thursday
29-Sep-OO Friday
30-Sep-OO Saturday

886



per location from SEND TECHNOLGIES where the locations are mapped through Bell
Frame Relay Service into the SEND router Frame port.

Aggregated District Based T1 Service Costs:

6. The cost for Tl network service from a school district supporting multiple school sites is
$1350.00 per month plus $500 per school connected where the central T1 is mapped
through Bell SyncroNet service into a SEND serial port.

7. The cost for T1 network service from a school district supporting multiple school sites is
$1200.00 per month plus $500 per school connected where the central Tl is mapped
through Bell Frame Relay Service into the SEND ports.

8. The cost of Bell FlexService or Frame Relay T1 will be billed directly based on actual
costs from Bell. Current charge estimates are $365.00 per month for FlexService and
$600.00 per month for Frame Relay.

Other Costs:

9. Costs for customized programming, consulting, or training requested by the provider are
not included in the cost ofnetworking and must be addressed separately.

10. Costs for other non-networking consulting or processing services through SEND are not
included in the cost ofnetworking.
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Investigative Audit Report
E-Rate Program

Background (See page 9.)

The Universal Service Fund, also known as "E-Rate," was created
as part of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that all
eligible schools and libraries have affordable access to
telecommunications and information services. All schools and
libraries qualify for the program and receive discounts according to
their level of economic disadvantage (based on the percentage of
students eligible for the national school lunch program) and their
location--rural or urban. The school or library will receive
discounts of 20% to 90% on telecommunications services, internal
connections, and Internet access.

The legislative auditor previously reported findings that indicated
that the Union Parish School District awarded E-Rate contracts to
SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND), a company partially owned
by Union Parish School District employees. In addition, the
legislative auditor received information that school districts located
in northeast Louisiana paid SEND for Internet services that were
not provided. This investigative audit was performed to determine
the propriety of this allegation.

This investigative audit resulted in four findings concerning 13
northeast Louisiana school districts and their transactions with
SEND.

1. Two co-owners of SEND used their public employee
positions to connect SEND customers to the Monroe City
School District network infrastructure.

2. SEND charged and was paid for services that were not
actually provided.

3. SEND billed the school districts for high-speed
configurations while actually providing Internet service
through a lower-speed configuration.

1



Highlights. •.

Co-owners of SEND used
their positions as school
district employees to
connect SEND customers
to MCSD's Internet
infrastructure.

E-Rate Program

4. The school districts did not maintain documentation
necessary to ensure they received the network support
services for which they paid SEND.

Finding (See page 12.)

Mark Stevenson and Albert Sit, co-owners of SEND
Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND), used their positions as Monroe
City School District (MCSD) employees to authorize BellSouth
to connect SEND customers to MCSD's Internet
infrastructure. As a result, SEND was paid at least $89,565 for
Internet services that it provided using MCSD's BellSouth
flexserv.

Before receiving E-Rate funding in 1998, MCSD provided Internet
access (ISP) service to several northeast Louisiana school districts.
Digital circuits (56/64K lines) were connected from the school
sites to a BellSouth flexserv. I The flexserv connected the school
sites to MCSD's networking infrastructure.

Former MCSD Management and Information Services Director
Mark Stevenson and Associate Director Albert Sit coordinated
MCSD's ISP services. Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit had remote
assess to the flexserv in order to manage the network, route traffic,
and monitor network performance. In order to make changes
(add/remove lines) to the flexserv, BellSouth required
authorization from MCSD (Mr. Stevenson or Mr. Sit).

When E-Rate funding became available in 1998, MCSD
discontinued providing Internet services to other school districts.
On March 31, 1998, Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit, along with Union
Parish School District employees Tom Snell and Bobbye Earle,
formed SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND) as an ISP provider.
In April 1998, SEND contracted to provide Internet access to ten
northeast Louisiana school districts under the E-Rate program.

According to BellSouth records, SEND connected its offices to the
MCSD flexserv in July and August 1998. SEND began providing
Internet access in July 1998.

From August 1998 to June 1999, 27 additional circuits were added
to the MCSD flexserv from sites in school districts that contracted
with SEND.

1 A flexserv is a load management switching device which can be remotely monitored and managed.
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Executive Summary

Highlights. ..

SEND was paid $103,714
for Internet services not
provided.

SEND charged the school districts at least $100 per school site per
month for Internet services. From August 1998 to August 2001,
SEND was paid $89,565 for services to these sites. Based on this
information, it appears that Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit used their
positions as MCSD employees to provide Internet services through
their private company using MCSD's flexserv account.

Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the Monroe City School Board establish and
implement controls to ensure that district funds and assets are not
used for personal purposes.

Finding (See page 15.)

SEND was paid $103,714 for Internet services not provided.

From April 1998 to June 1999, SEND was paid $49,354 in
Internet access charges for school sites that did not receive
Internet access.

During this period, SEND had contracted with Franklin, Madison,
and Tensas Parish School Districts to provide Internet access to
each district's central office as well as a total of28 school sites
within the three districts. The amounts charged each month for
Internet access was based on a $1,350 base charge for service to
the central office and an additional $100 per school site connected
to the network (central office).

During our examination, we noted that although SEND provided
Internet access to each school district's central office, no more than
six of the 28 school sites in these districts received Internet access
throughout the entire funding year. In many cases, the school sites
did not receive Internet access until the last month of the funding
year.

Although many of the 28 school sites did not receive Internet
access during each month of the funding year, SEND billed each of
the school districts and Universal Service Administrative Company
(USAC) for the full contract amounts. These billings resulted in
overpayments to SEND totaling $47,429.
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In addition, SEND contracted to provide Internet access to Webster
Parish School District. Under this contract, SEND overcharged
USAC $1,925.

E-Rate records indicate that SEND was paid $54,360 for
Internet access services not provided to Lincoln, Tensas,
Webster, and Caldwell Parish School Districts during the
fourth E-Rate funding year (July 2001 to June 2002).

Lincoln Parish School District - SEND contracted with the school
district to provide T-1 Internet access to 18 school sites and the
central office during the fourth funding year at a cost of $94,800.
School district personnel stated that only 14 school sites received
Internet access from SEND and that only three of the district's
school sites received Internet access through T-1 connections. As
a result, it appears that the school district paid SEND at least
$5,625 for services not provided.

Tensas Parish School District - The school district contracted with
SEND to provide Internet access to the central office and five
school sites. Although one of the school sites was closed, SEND
billed the school district and USAC a total of$12,840 for services
to the site.

Webster Parish School District - The school district's contract with
SEND provided that SEND would upgrade the school district's
connection to SEND as well as the school district's routers.
School district personnel indicated that these services were not
provided during the funding period resulting in the school district
paying SEND $10,395 for services not provided.

Caldwell Parish School District - SEND contracted with the school
district to provide T-1 Internet access to each school site.
Although SEND billed the school district and USAC for the full
amount of the contract, T-1 upgrades were not installed in five
school sites during the period. As a result, SEND was paid
$25,500 for services not provided.

It should be noted that after the legislative auditor began its
investigation, SEND issued credit memos to these school districts
totaling $89,670 for amounts that had already been billed to the
districts and USAC for services not provided.
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Executive Summary

Highlights. ..

SEND billed eleven
school districts for
enhanced services that
were not provided.

Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the school districts' technology coordinators,
business managers, and members of the school districts' finance
committees review all E-Rate contracts and billings to ensure that
payments are made for only those services that are provided.

Finding (See page 31.)

SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service
Provider (ISP) charges ranging from $80,640 to $112,200 for
enhanced services (school sites connected directly to the ISP)
that were not provided. SEND billed the districts for high
speed configurations while actually providing Internet service
through a lower-speed configuration.

During the first two E-Rate funding years, SEND provided Internet
access to several school districts under a configuration consisting
ofconnections from each school site to the district central office
and a connection from the district central office to SEND. Under
this configuration, the central office provided Internet access to
each of the school sites. The average annual charges under this
configuration ranged from $27,000 to $30,600.

Annual Internet access charges to the same school districts
increased significantly during the third funding year to an average
of $60,000 per district. Internet access service orders provided by
school district personnel indicated that during this period, SEND
provided T-1 Internet access to the schools in each district.

SEND's contracts for Internet access during the fourth funding
year indicated that SEND would provide Internet access under a
configuration by which the school sites in each district would have
their own direct connections to SEND. This configuration would
allow each school site to bypass the central office to receive faster
Internet service. Annual charges under this configuration ranged
from $80,640 to $112,200.

Although SEND billed the school districts based on this enhanced
configuration, technology coordinators in Caldwell, Catahoula,
Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin, Lincoln, Morehouse, and Richland
Parish School Districts indicated that individual school sites in
their districts did not have separate T-1 links connecting directly to
SEND.

5



Highlights. .•

School districts failed
to maintain adequate
documentation of
services performed by
SEND.

E-Rate Program

Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the school boards establish policies and
procedures to ensure the district is receiving the services under
contract.

Finding (See page 34.)

School Districts failed to maintain adequate documentation of
on-site Internet network support services performed by SEND.

From July 1999 to June 2000, SEND contracted with at least six
school districts to provide Internet on-site network support services
for a total contract cost of $405,600. Of this amount, SEND was
paid $402,280 to provide each of the school districts with on-site
technical support for the districts' network operations which
included programming, monitoring, and troubleshooting of routers
at each school site and school district central office.

During our review of the on-site network support contracts, we
noted that the school districts failed to maintain an adequate record
of on-site network services to support whether or not SEND
complied with the terms of the contract. Since the school districts
did not maintain documentation of the dates, times, or services
performed by SEND's technicians, we were unable to determine if
the school districts received the services for which they paid.

Recommendations (See page 37.)

We recommend that the school boards establish policies and
procedures to ensure the district is receiving the services under
contract.

Additional Information (See Attachment I.)

The finding states that SEND billed eleven school districts for
enhanced services that were not provided. SEND billed the
districts for high-speed configurations while actually providing
Internet service through a lower-speed configuration.

Several of the school districts responding to this finding have
interpreted "enhanced services" as Internet access through
upgraded T-I connections. The reference to "enhanced services"
relates to the configuration proposed in SEND's contract during
the fourth funding year that provided for the schools within each
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district to bypass the central office and connect directly to SEND.
Under the proposed configuration, each school site would have its
own T-1 connection to SEND increasing its bandwidth and
ultimately the speed of Internet access to the schools.

The legislative auditor is aware that most of these school districts
received Internet access through T-1 connections to their
respective district central office during the third year. SEND's ISP
service orders for the third funding year simply stated that SEND
would provide T-1 Internet access to all school sites. However, a
review of school district and BellSouth records indicate that
several schools in these districts did not have T-1 service until the
fourth funding year.

As stated above, the school districts paid SEND between $80,640
and $112,200 for Internet access where the school sites were
connected to the central office and then routed to SEND.
However, we noted that at least one district received a proposal for
the fifth funding year (from a vendor other than SEND) for
comparable services at a cost of $34,500, substantially less than
that charged by SEND.

7
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The Universal Service Fund, also known as "E-Rate," was created as part of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that eligible schools and libraries have affordable
access to telecommunications and information services. All schools and libraries qualify for the
program and receive discounts according to their level of economic disadvantage (based on the
percentage of students eligible for the national school lunch program) and their location--rural or
urban. The school or library will receive discounts of 20% to 90% on telecommunications
services, internal connections, and Internet access.

Under this program, the federal government pays a percentage (discounted portion) of the
allowable services and equipment. The school district is responsible for paying the non
discounted portion of each contract.

The Federal Communications Commission authorized the Universal Service Administrative
Company (USAC) as the interim overall administrator of the E-Rate program. On January 1,
1998, USAC began committing E-Rate funds to schools and libraries for authorized services.

The legislative auditor had previously reported findings that indicated that the Union Parish
School District awarded E-Rate contracts to SEND Technologies, L.L.c. (SEND), a company
partially owned by school district employees. In addition, the legislative auditor received
information that school districts located in northeast Louisiana paid SEND for Internet services
that were not provided. The school districts included in this report are Caldwell, Catahoula,
Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin, Jackson, Lincoln, Madison, Monroe, Morehouse, Richland,
Tensas, and Webster Parishes. This investigative audit was performed to determine the propriety
of this allegation.

The procedures performed during this investigative audit consisted of (1) interviewing
employees and officials of the school districts; (2) interviewing other persons as appropriate;
(3) examining selected school district records; (4) performing observations and analytical tests;
and (5) reviewing applicable state and federal laws and regulations.

The results of our investigation are the findings and recommendations herein.
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From April 1998 to June 2002, SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND) was paid at least
$3,510,822 to provide Internet access and internal connection services to at least 13 school
districts in northeast Louisiana under the federal E-Rate Program. During this period of
time:

• Mark Stevenson and Albert Sit, co-owners of SEND, used their positions as
Monroe City School District (MCSD) employees to authorize BellSouth to
connect SEND customers to MCSD's Internet infrastructure. As a result,
SEND was paid at least $89,565 for Internet services that it provided using
MCSD's flexserv account.

• SEND was paid $103,714 for Internet services not provided.

• SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service Provider (ISP)
charges ranging from $80,640 to $112,200 for enhanced services (school sites
connected directly to the ISP) that were not provided. SEND billed the
districts for high-speed configurations while actually providing Internet
service through a lower-speed configuration.

• School districts failed to maintain adequate documentation of on-site
Internet network support services performed by SEND.

Background

Before receiving E-Rate funding in 1998, MCSD provided
Internet access service to Catahoula, Concordia, Richland, and
Union Parish School Districts. Digital circuits (56/64K lines)
were installed at school sites in each district receiving Internet
access from MCSD. The lines from the school sites were
connected to a BellSouth flexserv account that MCSD had
established in December 1994. The flexserv connected the
school sites to MCSD's networking infrastructure.
BellSouth's monthly fees for the lines and the connections to
the flexserv were paid by MCSD. In addition to reimbursing
MCSD for the costs of the lines, each of the school districts
connecting to the flexserv paid MCSD a monthly fee to
provide ISP service.

Before 1998, MCSD
provided Internet access
service to several school
districts through its
BellSouth flexserv
account. The school
districts paid MCSD a
fee to connect to the
flexserv.

During the same period, former MCSD Management and Information Services Director Mark
Stevenson and Associate Director Albert Sit coordinated MCSD's ISP services. Mr. Stevenson
and Mr. Sit each had security cards providing them with remote assess to the MCSD flexserv in
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order to manage the network, route traffic (to alleviate line congestion), and monitor network
performance. According to BellSouth, in order to make changes (add/remove lines) to the MCSD
flexserv, BellSouth would have required authorization from MCSD (Mr. Stevenson or Mr. Sit).

When E-Rate funding became available in 1998, MCSD discontinued providing Internet services
to other school districts because Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) guidelines
would not allow MCSD to act as an E-Rate service provider while receiving E-Rate funding.
MCSD, its former customers (Catahoula, Concordia, Richland, and Union Parish School
Districts), and several other school districts in northeast Louisiana including Caldwell, East
Carroll, Franklin, Jackson, Lincoln, Madison, Morehouse, Richland, Tensas, and West Carroll
formed a consortium to apply for E-Rate and state technology funds. State technology funds
were used to subsidize the portion of the internal connection contracts not funded by E-Rate.
MCSD was chosen as the fiscal agency, with Mr. Stevenson acting as the fiscal agent
representing the consortium. Mr. Stevenson assisted consortium members with their applications
for both E-Rate and state technology funds.

During the first E-Rate funding year (January 1998 to June 1999), E-Rate funds totaling
$1,262,518 were disbursed to MCSD on behalf of the consortium. Mr. Stevenson negotiated with
vendors using these funds to purchase routers, switches, network servers, wiring, and other
equipment for consortium members. In addition, Mr. Stevenson assisted consortium members
with the design of their school districts' network infrastructures (configurations). Mr. Stevenson
also provided consortium members with a request for proposals for Internet access services and,
in at least one school district, advised the technology coordinator in the negotiation of a contract
with a vendor to provide equipment and ISP services.

Co-owners of SEND Technologies Used Their
Positions as Monroe City School District (MCSD)
Employees to Authorize BellSouth to Connect
SEND Customers to MCSD's Internet Infrastructure

Although MCSD discontinued providing Internet service in 1998, BellSouth records indicate that
MCSD maintained its flexserv account until August 2001. On March 31, 1998, Mr. Stevenson
and Mr. Sit, along with Union Parish School District employees Tom Snell and Bobbye Earle,
fonned SEND Technologies, L.L.C. (SEND) as an ISP provider. In April 1998, SEND
contracted to provide Internet access to Caldwell, Catahoula, Concordia, Franklin, Jackson,
Madison, Morehouse, Tensas, Union, and Webster Parish School Districts (all consortium
members except Webster) under the E-Rate program during the 1998-99 funding year. In at least
two ofthese school districts, SEND provided proposals for Internet access services in response
to their request for proposals that Mr. Stevenson provided to the technology coordinators during
a consortium meeting. In one school district, Mr. Stevenson submitted identical proposals for
Internet access services from both MCSD and SEND.

It should be noted that from April to June 1998, Catahoula, Concordia, and Union Parish School
Districts continued to receive Internet access from MCSD through their connections to the
MCSD flexserv. According to BellSouth records, SEND installed T-l lines from its offices in
Monroe to the MCSD flexserv in July and August 1998, which provided SEND direct access to
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MCSD's flexserv. SEND's invoices to the various school districts for Internet access indicate
that SEND began providing Internet access in July 1998.

From August 1998 to June 1999, additional circuits were added to the MCSD flexserv from
school sites in districts that contracted with SEND including Caldwell, Franklin, Jackson,
Madison, and Tensas Parish School Districts. BellSouth's monthly fees for the lines and the
connections to the flexserv were paid by the school districts. During this period of time, MCSD
continued to provide Internet access to school sites within its (MCSD's) district through the
MCSD flexserv.

According to BellSouth, no changes were made to the MCSD flexserv without authorization
from Mr. Stevenson or Mr. Sit. Both Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit, through their positions at
MCSD, authorized the installation of SEND's customers' digital circuit connections to the
MCSD flexserv. Furthermore, Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit's security access to the MCSD
flexserv allowed them the ability to manage SEND's ISP services to its customers.

Ms. Janis Haynes, BellSouth sales engineer, stated that BellSouth received an e-mail from
Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit in April 2001 requesting that BellSouth separate SEND from the
MCSD flexserv so that SEND would have its own flexserv independent ofMCSD. They also
requested that BellSouth move some of the school districts' (SEND's customers) circuits from
MCSD's flexserv to the new SEND flexserv. Ms. Haynes stated that Mr. Stevenson asked her to
bill SEND for the cost to separate the flexserv and build a new flexserv for SEND.

Donna,

we wish to set up anew Flex account and transfer the circuits to ~ as shown in the Attachments. Please advise
as to how to cutover and projected cosl

Thanks,

----Qriginal Message---··
From: asft (NLS) [mailto:asit@nls.k12.Ia.us]
Sent: Thursday, April 12, 200112:06 PM
To: Mark Stevenson
Subject: New Flex Management Account

The enclosed three Microsoft Word documents prOVide the details about the flex circuits for the new and old flex
management accounts.

Please contact Donna Rimmer from Ben South about setting up anew ftex management account. Here is
her email address:

Thank you!
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flexserv after these dlstncts had
contracted with SEND for Internet access. From August 1998 to June 1999, at least 27 sites
from these districts had circuits installed connecting to the MCSD flexserv. During the period
that these circuits were connected to the MCSD flexserv, SEND charged the school districts at
least $100 per school site per month. From August 1998 to August 2001, SEND was paid
$89,865 for services that SEND provided to these sites. Based on this information, it appears
that Mr. Stevenson and Mr. Sit used their positions as MCSD employees to provide Internet
services through their private company using MSCD's flexserv account.

U8lU2lU1

.
Paae I of 5

FLEXSERY OFFICIAL NETWORK INQUIRY
(fo be completed by Marketing/Sales)

Date: 08120101 IfnQwrv Due Date: 09111101 OR ASAP
Customer SEND TECHNOLOGIES -- Total Number of Customer 1Name: Locations: 29

Documentation from BellSouth Contact Name: MARKSTEYENSON ----indicating the separation of Contact J18~ Customer Terminal
Number: T-: PC

SEND from the MCSD flexserv ~wry Type ofCustomer: I
in August 2001. According to

~ : CLEClEadUserlIXC

l.--- Date Cuslomer 09-14-01 OR ASAP (fCLEC, give CLEC's Name.t 1the. document, 29 of SEND's ReouiIes Service: CLEC's Customer's Nome

customer locations (including
locations from Caldwell,
Franklin, Jackson, Madison,

Managemeot Terminal Interface -MTI·
and Tensas Parish School (List each •.-nor oddress ............v,
Districts) were to be moved

euto.erAdd.- SWCCLU Pvtu-'S- ~":"..:?... Totol
from MCSD's flexserv account 2904 EYANGEUNE ST

to a new flexserv account in MONROI1. LA 71201 MONRLAMA 2400

SEND's name.

N~~~
•••****...............***••*.,,**•••••••••••••••••••••••••••**••••••••••••••••••••••••••
NOTE: nis laqult)/ II belDg issued ... _rate aD niltiDg F1eJSe~euoto...r(MONROE CITY

BellSouth records documenting
SCHOOLS, aJu MCSCHOOL) i.... 2 custuDser F1exSe~ am.c_eaCl. AD DSO ckta. Will still be
.apped ... lb. aa... DS(.kta. The .... FIes .......p'.nt ..1II buv............... s.c.r Card JD acceos

the installation of circuits in
••d billed to Sc.d Teeb.oIope.........................................................................................

Caldwell, Franklin, Jackson,
Madison, and Tensas Parish
School Districts indicate that
several circuits were installed
from school sites to the MCSD

. - ..

As MCSD's employee (agent representing consortium), Mr. Stevenson (1) purchased equipment
essential in developing the network infrastructures for school districts within the consortium;
(2) developed a working relationship with consortium members; and (3) had access to MCSD's
flexserv all of which provided SEND with a competitive advantage over other vendors.
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SEND Was Paid $103,714 for Internet Services Not Provided.

SEND charged and was .I?aid $103,714 for Internet access for school sites that did not actually
receive the service, for higher speed connections while slower speed connections were actually
provided, and for other upgrades that were not perfonned.

Franklin Parish School District
From July 1998 to
June 1999, SEND
was paid $10,050 in
Internet access
charges for school
sites that did not
receive Internet
access.

First E-Rate Funding Year - From July 1998 to June 1999, USAC
and school district disbursement records indicate that SEND was
paid a total of $30,600 (12 months @ $2,550) for providing Internet
access to the school district. According to the school district's contract for Internet access,
SEND provided one direct Internet access connection to the school district's central office

From July 1998 to June 2002, SEND was paid $254,196 to provide
Internet access to Franklin Parish School District (school district)
under the E-Rate program. Of this amount, it appears that SEND
was paid at least $10,050 in Internet access charges for school sites
that did not receive Internet access.
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Thoy Leonard, school
district technology
coordinator, stated that the
school district did not have
all school sites connected to
the Internet during the first
funding year.

E-Rate Program

supporting 12 school sites for $2,550 per month. This amount included a base rate of$I,350 for
the central office's connection to SEND plus $100 per school site (12) connected to the network
(the school district's central office).

Of the total amount disbursed to SEND, USAC paid $26,622 (87%) and the school district paid
$3,978 (13%). However, school district records indicate that during July 1998 only three sites-
Crowville, Winnsboro, and Wisner High Schools--were equipped with digital circuits (56/64K
lines) capable of receiving Internet access from an ISP. These records further indicate that the
central office did not receive Internet access until a digital circuit (T-l) was installed at the
central office in August 1998. BellSouth records confirmed that digital circuits were installed at
Crowville, Winnsboro, and Wisner High Schools by July 1998 and that a T-1 line was installed
at the central office in August 1998.

Thoy Leonard, school district technology coordinator,
also confirmed that the school district did not have all of
its school sites connected to the Internet during the first
E-Rate funding year. Ms. Leonard further added that the
school district only had four sites that were equipped with
computer lines (64K or T-l) during most of this period.
Though school district records confirm that only three
school sites were capable of receiving Internet access,
SEND billed a total of $2,550 during July 1998, which
included charges for the central office supporting 12

school sites. Because only three school sites were capable of receiving Internet access in July, it
appears that SEND was paid $2,250 ($2,550 less 3 sites @ $100 each) for services not provided.

Furthermore, from August 1998 to March 1999, SEND overbilled the school district and USAC
an additional $900 (9 sites that were not connected to the network) each month as the central
office and only three sites received Internet access. As a result, it appears that SEND received
$7,200 (9 sites @ $100/site for 8 months) for services not provided from August 1998 to March
1999.

In April 1999, 64K lines were installed at Gilbert Junior High, Ogden Junior High, and
Winnsboro Lower Elementary Schools connecting the sites to the MCSD flexserv bringing the
total number of Internet capable school sites to six. As a result, the school district and USAC
should have been billed a total of $1,950 ($1,350 for the central office plus $600 for 6 sites).
SEND again billed $2,550 (12 sites) during this month resulting in an overpayment to SEND
totaling $600. School district records also indicate that the remaining six schools in the district
had 64K lines installed in May 1999 making all 12 school sites capable of receiving Internet
access during the remainder of the contract period (May 1999 and June 1999). These school sites
were also connected to the MCSD flexserv.
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SEND Technologies, L.L.C,

1900 Lamy Lane
Suite H
Monroe LA 71201

BILL TO
fl'.n1din PoriJh School Boord
TecIlnoIogy LItmcy a..Jlcngc
7293 ProirieRDad
WinDom LA 71295
AI1lI: Thor Leotwd

Invoice
~ INVOICE'
~--+---1-0l2'----H

9514 I3ueClll~

12 ISP SeMceOwges FronIdias: SI3SO/mo +100. 12 ochoolsbilled 1113%wi1b 87%
biUcd to SLC (July 98 .J... 911)

QUANillY DESCRIPTION

P,O.NO. TERMS

RATE
331.50

PROJECT

AMOUNT

3.m.CO

Total S3.mco

Although SEND billed the school district for providing Internet services to 12 school sites,
school district records indicate that Mr. Stevenson was aware of the installation dates of the
school district's computer lines. On March 29, 1999, Mr. Stevenson sent an e-mail to
Ms. Leonard indicating that he was attaching several files including two separate BellSouth
installation schedules. According to the e-mail.Mr. Stevenson indicated that the first BellSouth
schedule contains the circuit installation due dates and should not be sent to SLC (USAC).
Mr. Stevenson further explained that the second BellSouth schedule is like the first but does not
have the installation due dates and should be sent to SLC (USAC).
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Subject: 471 info.....tion
Date: Mon, 29 Mar 1999 21:13:14-0600

From: MarX St_n<msteve@monroc.k1~.us>

To: deonard@nJs.kI2.1a.us

Thoy,

The 471 applications are;

121355 Pin I 62437 - Bell. Digital.l.inea. and ISP
121434 Pin' 69128 - Networkinq support SEND

I am also attaching the following tiles:

frankl - US worksheet of Bell installations, but .----------+
se=~l:oh:~due.. elK... -on·,it and should- no..t be

trank2... - &lao worksheet 11ke above,. but w/o due dates
SEND '!'HIS ONE '1'0 SLe WITH APP 121385

41lrRl.lI'PQ - 1I'P..6.Lfil". f=.App.lll3ll5 with
details about Bell lines and ISP service
SEND THIS TO SLe with app .121385

471rR2.1I'P.D - WP 6,1 file for l\pp 1214H with list
of. services..to.r.net.wo.ck. s~port
SEND THIS TO SLC with Ipp 1>11434

REMEHIlER TO 11 SEND SIGNED FORM 6
2) SD/D MATRIX (COPY WITH EACH APPLICATION)
31 sam LIST· Or.SJ:Ill(ICES
41 SD/D BY FED EX WITH RE'l'URN RECEIPT -

Iris can paqc lllC (or you can at. 329-6601) if I torqot
anything. You lligbt give the f1pplications one tInal
look before you elos" thea.. liL i.s..tat,,)

Thanks' I' :)

Nute: frankl.x1s
~ tYPe: Microsoft Excel Worbhee! (app6caUon1vnd.ms..-el)

EneaoIiaC:base64

IU.e: franlZ.ids
[jgnk2 xis Type: Microsoft Excel Worksheet (applitationlvnd.tns-exeel)

EnCOlling: base64

E· Name: 471frl.Wpd .

f.J!7Ifrl.,.wpd Type: WordPerfect Document (applieationlwordperfectS.l)
EllaldiaC: base64

--'---~-~~

100199 729 AM

A hard copy of the first BellSouth schedule lists each of the district's sites, the locations of the
circuits, the circuit identification numbers, and the due dates for installation. According to the
schedule, ten of the 13 sites had circuits installed from the district site to the MCSD flexserv. It
should be noted that the schedule also lists Mr. Stevenson as the contact for order questions
along with his MCSD phone number.
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On August 12,2002, SEND issued the school district a credit memo in the amount of$14,400
for services not provided during the 1998-99 funding year. The school district's portion of the
total credit was $1,872 (13%). According to the credit memo, the school district was charged
$1,200 per month for 12 months for school sites that did not receive Internet access. In a letter
accompanying the credit memo, Mr. Stevenson stated that the school district should have only
been charged the base rate per month ($1,350) plus $100 since only one school was online until
the spring of 1999. The letter further states that the appropriate amount ($12,528) will be
credited from SEND's next billing to USAC.
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Lincoln Parish School District

From July 2001 to
March 2002, SEND
was paid to provide
direct T-1 Internet
access to 18 school
sites in Lincoln
Parish.

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year - During the period ofJuly 2001 to
June 2002, USAC records indicate that SEND was funded as the
school district's ISP at a total cost of $94,800. Based on the school
district's 75% E-Rate discount, USAC would be responsible for
paying $71,100 with the school district paying the balance of
$23,700. According to SEND's ISP contract, SEND would provide direct T-l Internet access to
each school site at a monthly cost of$7,900. This amount included a base charge of$I,150 in
addition to a $375 school site charge for each of the district's 18 school sites.

From July 2000 to June 2002, SEND was paid at least $50,775 to
provide Internet access to the Lincoln Parish School District
(school district) under the E-Rate program. Of this amount, the
school district paid SEND at least $5,625 for Internet services not
provided.

(Fj COST SUMMARY;

INTERNET ISP COSTS

Base Charge per month
School Site Charge per month
Total per month
Total per year
Add: One time ISP Installation/Rework Costs
Total Costs
Billed toSLD
Billed to District

QTY

1
18

75%
25%

COST

$1,150
$375

EXTENDED

$1,150
$6.750
$7.900

$94.800
$0

$94,800
$71,100
$23,700

Cost summary of
SEND's 2001-02
Internet access
contract with
Lincoln Parish
School District.
This summary
lists (18) school
sites.

School District
Technology
Coordinator
Debbie Sandidge
stated that SEND
only provided
Internet access to
14 school sites.

On April 5, 2002, School District Technology Coordinator Debbie
Sandidge stated that SEND did not provide direct Internet access to
each school site. She explained that the school district's central
office receives Internet access from SEND and then acts as a hub to
provide Internet to the schools connected to the network (central
office). Ms. Sandidge explained that she had planned to have all
schools in the district connect directly to SEND but added that the
school district's networking infrastructure has not changed.
According to Ms. Sandidge, only 14 of the 18 schools in the district
were connected to the network and receiving Internet access
through the central office's connection to SEND.

Ms. Sandidge stated that three of the four schools not included in the network were Alma J.
Brown School, Grambling Middle School, and Grambling High School, all of which receive
Internet access through Grambling State University. The fourth school not included in the
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school district network is Louisiana Tech University's laboratory school, A. E. Phillips.
Ms. Sandidge added that SEND does not provide any services to these four schools.

From July 2001 to March 2002 (9 months), the school district paid SEND $17,775 of the non
discounted portion for Internet service. On three separate occasions (during the 9-month period),
SEND invoiced the school district for quarterly Internet access based on 18 school sites
connected to the school district's network. These payments included $3,375 ($375 x 4
laboratory school sites x 9 months of Internet service @ 25% discount), the school district's
percentage of site charges for the four laboratory schools that did not receive any services from
SEND.

After the legislative
auditor began its
investigation, SEND
issued a $4,500 credit to
the school district which
included $3,375--the
amount paid for schools
not receiving Internet
services from July 2001
to March 2002.

On May 17, 2002, when asked why SEND had billed the
school district for direct Internet access to the laboratory
schools, Ms. Sandidge stated that it was an oversight on her
part. She explained that the laboratory schools were included
in the school district's free and reduced lunch statistics used to
calculate the E-Rate discount and that these schools should
not have been included in SEND's Internet access contract.
Ms. Sandidge added that SEND should have been aware of
the number of schools that were receiving Internet access
through the school district. She stated that part of the
agreement requires that SEND monitor the computer lines that
connect individual school sites to the network.

Ms. Sandidge indicated that she had spoken to Mr. Stevenson regarding the laboratory schools.
She stated that Mr. Stevenson indicated that he would credit the school district for the services
that were not provided. On July 22, 2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the school district to
adjust the number of school sites that had received Internet access during the funding year from
18 school sites to 14 school sites. The school district's portion of these charges ($3,375) were
offset (credited) against Internet services provided to the school district during April, May, and
June 2002.

In addition, Ms. Sandidge indicated that only three of the schools in the district received Internet
access through T-l connections during the funding year. The remainder of the schools (11) had
56K lines that connected to the school district central office. It appears that adjustments totaling
$12,000 were made on the July 22, 2002, credit memo issued by SEND for the delay of T-l
upgrades to school sites in the district. The school district's portion of these adjustments over the
nine-month period billed by SEND was $2,250 ($12,000 @ 25% over 9 months).
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Credit Memo
SEND TECHNOLOGIES LLC

290C EVANGELINE ST.
MONROE. IA 71Z01-3724

PH. (3181340-0750
F~ (318) 340-0580

CUSTOMER

Lincoln Pari,h School Board
Debbie Sand~
410 S. Farmerville Street
RUilQn LA 7\270-4699

DESCRIPTIOlII

Lincoln • ISP S.r:vi~... Olarg..:
$7,900.00 I'"" monlh @25"....Ilb 75% billed to SU>

Inletl1et "l'r. JUlIe 2002

:'noolll • lSP Service Chorges:
A<ljuslmcntlor bilU<lg 18 ""hoob insteod of 14 schools
12mlllb. - YEAR 4 2001..02
SI,500.00 I'"" _nih @ 25% with 75% blUed to SlIl

UaA:oIn -\SP Service Chu,es;
Adj..-t for -.ldllloo.allUVica dcle~ in""-ll
\2_ths YEAR. 2001-02

$1,000.00 per IllOIIth @25% m 75% blUed to SU>
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Q'TY

-3

·12

DATE

7f2212oo2

P.O. NO.

RATE
-1"'5.00

375.00

Total

CREDIT NO.

17&7

PROJECT

AMOUNT
5.925.00

-4,500.00

5-1,575.00
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Tensas Parish School District

.From April 1998 to
June 2002, SEND
was paid $37,790 for
Internet access that
was not provided.First E-Rate Funding Year - From April 1998 to June 1999 (15

months), the school district contracted with SEND as its Internet
service provider (ISP). USAC records indicate that SEND was funded as the school district's
ISP from April 1998 to June 1999 for a total of$29,250 (15 months @ $1,950). SEND's
monthly charge included a base rate of$I,350 for the central office and $600 for six school sites
connected to the network. As a result of the school district's 87% E-Rate discount, USAC made
payments to SEND totaling $25,448 while the school district paid SEND $3,802 (13%) for the
non-discounted portion of the ISP charges.

From April 1998 to June 2002, SEND was paid $177,689 to provide
Internet access to the Tensas Parish School District (school district)
under the E-Rate program. During this period, it appears that SEND
was paid a total of $37,790 for Internet services not provided.

SEND Te<:hnologies. L.L.C.

2904 Evangeline Street
Monroe. LA 71211

(J18) 340-0750

Invoice

Total Sl,802..5<l
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Dr. Fletcher, school
district technology
coordinator, stated
that SEND did not
provide Internet
access to the school
district until Mayor
June 1999.

Arthur Johnson, former school district technology coordinator,
stated that Dr. William Fletcher replaced him as the technology
coordinator in December 1998. Mr. Johnson explained that the
school district was not receiving Internet access at that time.
Dr. Fletcher stated that when he became the technology
coordinator in December 1998, the school district was still
accessing the Internet through IAmerica dial-up accounts. He
stated that SEND did not begin providing Internet access until
Mayor June 1999. He added that the school district had only five
school sites receiving Internet access from SEND during this time.

BellSouth records indicate that the school district's first digital circuit (64K line) was installed on
March 2, 1999, connecting Routhwood Elementary to the MCSD flexserv. During April 1999,
additional circuits (64K lines) were installed at Lisbon Elementary School and Tensas
Elementary School connecting each site to the MCSD flexserv. Circuits (T-llines) were also
installed at Davidson and Newellton High Schools connecting these sites to the district central
office. Finally, in May 1999, a T-1 line was installed connecting the district central office to
SEND's office in Monroe. Dr. Fletcher stated that the school district began receiving Internet
access from SEND only after these lines were in place.

BellSouth's record of digital circuit installations during April and May 1999

Ci<liI CIQ.' ClQ.I TIriIl IC CloWl IoIlIIII IoolhiI - 00I0r Dot GaiIlDoc..,...
"'"'" - IlItt III

1.... _$ChOOIIIIail .... 5OlP'riblSlloHp/l StM IOCl'nlI>gy.ll1C111 loonyln; ill' 7e6113«l I., 1 1~.00 1 lSaOO -' ~IIH iQDt«lG511111
(..lDCll_1 S*H;_(~ (660",

-HofSdlOli OS' ..... IIlN<452S 5OlP'riRood-Sl.... Id *" I·' I 13191ll 5 lII)lll lllC51llD ~"
iQIJCIG.51lW,-I 1IITIIoclllfi&.Jllj9)

-HigIl- ,_IlJI,AHH'341 5OlPlot_SlloHp/l EDP 467.7e6 f.l 1 '41.00 1 l5IIOO N5F'MilG7 ~1i9l 6O.lIHOO1,l6\l
1'61·5109 1Jr11oc1l7l6-3lflI (11mi1l1

I....E-.., OIl Jooopi,AHH467S _C4rSdOdoFlolSor< EOf' 166103«1 64KIFIO< I 1OS00 I 6130 1$\1)313 Wi9l &0 DCCCJlIZOO4

I~' IIlmo""~~ 1610..,

~EJoII""'l ,~,AltlOO I '05.00 I &llO N5lllCBI'6 Wlii &ODCCClOm
(l<9-l3!I71

11,11900 11.140&0l1oi&_."""""'_"'.... 311322.113 EXUXl

"""-......"'-.......~-1W .. ~""'.IoT___.D.a:PO.BOX3";SI_ ... 113i6
............ 88IS....ESF
M,_•• lIIGtlU'ltollQl'll

SIow_codI.!AI~BIAtIilll15O~"G""
~1nIiaI""'1l!~ 1Ql'I{

The BellSouth schedule above indicates the installations of the school district's original digital circuits. The
circuits were installed on or shortly after the due dates listed on the schedule. Although Routhwood
Elementary School is not listed on the schedule, a circuit was installed connecting the school to the MCSD
flexserv on March 2, 1999. It should be noted that the schedule indicates that Mark Stevenson is the contact
for order questions. The number listed next to Mr. Stevenson's name was his phone number at the MCSD.
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Based on BellSouth circuit installations, it appears that SEND could not have provided Internet
access to the school district from April 1998 to February 1999 since the school sites were not
equipped with digital circuits. During this period, SEND was paid a total of$21,450 (11 months
@ $1,950). Although one school site (Routhwood) was capable of receiving Internet access
during March 1999, SEND was paid $1,950 resulting in an overpayment of$I,850 ($1,350 for
the central office and $500 for five school sites not capable of receiving Internet).

Although five school sites were capable of receiving Internet access during April 1999, it
appears that SEND overbilled the school district and USAC a total of$I,450 ($1,350 for the
central office and one school site) as there was still no connection between the school district
central office and SEND. Finally, SEND overbilled a total of $200 during May and June 1999
($100 each month for one additional site), as the central office supported only five school sites
instead of six school sites during these months.

In total, it appears that SEND was paid at least $24,950 for Internet services that were not
provided to the school district from April 1998 to June 1999. This amount included $21,707
(87%) in USAC discounts as well as direct payments from the school district totaling $3,243
(13%). On August 12,2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the school district for services not
provided during the 1998-99 funding year. The total amount of the credit was $25,350 ($1,950
@ 13 months). Of this amount, $3,802 (13%) was credited against current charges to the school
district. According to Mr. Stevenson, USAC's portion of the credit $22,055 (87%) would be
deducted from future billings.

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year - On January 4,2001, SEND contracted with the Tensas Parish
School District to provide Internet services for the fourth funding year (July 2001 to June 2002).
According to the contract, SEND would provide Internet access to the school district at a
monthly charge of $6,720. This amount included a base rate of$I,370 and school site charges
totaling $5,350 ($1,070 per site) for five schools. Based on the total amount of the contract,
$80,640 (12 months @ $6,720) and the school district's E-Rate discount of 87%, USAC made
payments to SEND totaling $70,157. The school district paid the non-discounted portion of ISP
charges totaling $10,483 (13%).

Cost summary from SEND's ISP contract during the fourth E-Rate funding year.

(F) COST SUMMARY:

INTERNET ISP COSTS QTY COST EXTENDED

Base Charge per month 1 $1,370 $1,370
SCtiQQ1iSifeiCharge;:per,mooth'i!;;• ....••... ".,:.' .••,•.• ;·..,.;.•i·· ••••,.•••)";,.i;. ·'·S:' ;'\);$1';0'70;\/<.'$5;350
Total per month $6,720
Total per year $80,640
Add: One time ISP Installation/Rework Costs $0
Total Costs $80,640
Billed to SLD 87% $70,157
Billed to District 13% $10,483
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Dr. Fletcher stated that the school district had four school sites that received Internet access from
SEND. He explained that Newellton and Davidson High Schools each have T-llines that
connect the sites to the district central office. He added that the district central office then goes
to SEND via a T-Iline. Dr. Fletcher further explained that separate T-llines connect Tensas
and Lisbon Elementary Schools directly to SEND.

The amounts paid to SEND for Internet access during the fourth funding year were based on
SEND providing Internet access to five school sites. According to Dr. Fletcher, the school
district only had four school sites with Internet access during the year (July 2001 to June 2002)
because Routhwood Elementary closed in May 2001. Although the school district's contract
with SEND was written before the closing of Routhwood Elementary School in May 2001, no
billing adjustments were made to either the school district or USAC. As a result, it appears that
SEND was paid $12,840 (12 months @ $1,070) in school site charges for a school site that was
closed. Of this amount, USAC paid $11,171 (87%) and the school district paid $1,669 (13%).
Dr. Fletcher stated that if the school district was charged for Internet access to Routhwood during
the 2001-02 year, then SEND should either reimburse the school district for these charges or
credit the school district for future services.

Madison Parish School District

From July 1998 to June 2002, SEND was paid a total of$189,873 to provide Internet access to
the Madison Parish School District (school district) under the E-Rate program. Of this amount,
it appears that SEND was paid $12,429 in Internet access charges for school sites that did not
receive Internet access.

First E-Rate Funding Year 0998-1999) - E-Rate records indicate that SEND was funded as the
school district's Internet service provider (ISP) from April 1998 to June 1999 for $33,750 (15
months @ $2,250). According to the school district's contract for Internet access, SEND would
provide one direct Internet access connection to a central office supporting nine school sites for
$2,250 per month. This amount included $1,350 for the central office's connection to SEND plus
$100 per school site (9) connected to the school district's central office.

During this period, SEND invoiced the school district and USAC for their respective portions of
Internet access charges for the twelve-month period beginning in July 1998 and ending in June
1999. The amount SEND billed the school district each month ($2,350) was based on one direct
Internet access connection to the school district's central office supporting ten school sites.
These invoices resulted in payments to SEND totaling $28,200 ($2,350 @ 12 months) leaving
the contract with a funded balance of$5,550 ($33,750 - $28,200).
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SEND Technologies, L.L.C.

1900 Lamy Lane
Suite H
Monroe LA 71201

Invoice
OATE INVOICE"

6/8/1999 1053

TERMS PROJECT

BILL TO
Madison Parish School Board
Karl KowilzlAnn Semien
POBox 1620
Tallulah LA 71282·1620

QUANTITY

3 (SP Services· Madison Parish
$13SOImo "" $100 x 10 schools billed a122%with 78%billcd 10 SLC Apr. June 1999

RATE

moo
AMOUNT

I,SROO

Carl Kowitz, former school district technology coordinator and current business manager, stated
that seven sites (including the central office) were connected to the Internet at some point during
the first funding year. An e-mail from Mr. Stevenson to Mr. Kowitz on May 17, 2000, indicates
that as of January 1999, the central office and three schools were connected to the Internet and
that three more sites were added as of June 1999. BellSouth records confirm that these three
school sites were added between June 7, 1999, and June 30, 1999. Mr. Stevenson further
explains that all schools were connected in some manner during the first funding year.
Mr. Kowitz could not explain why SEND billed the school district for ten school sites during
each month of the first funding year nor why the school district paid the invoices.

From July 1998 to May 1999 (11 months), SEND was paid $2,350 per month which included
Internet access to the central office supporting ten school sites. However, because the school
district only received Internet access to the central office and three school sites, it appears that
SEND was paid $700 (7 sites @ $100) each month for Internet access not provided resulting in
overpayments totaling $7,700 ($700 x 11 months). In addition, SEND was paid $2,350 in May
1999 even though only the central office and six school sites received Internet access resulting in
an overpayment of $400 (4 sites @ $100).
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Carl Kowitz

From:
~ent:

'ro:
Subject:

Carl,

Mark Stevenson [msteve@nls.k12.Ia.us)
Wednesday, May 17, 2000 5:33 PM
ckowitz@nls.k12.la.us
Re:

56 KB
56KB
56 KB

As of January, 1999 you had the following:

Central office 56 KB
Talulah High
McCallJr
McCall Sr

As of June, 1999 you had the following added:

Tallulah Elem 56 KB
Thomastown 56 KB
Wright Elem 56 KB

In addition, in June 1999 the following were upgraded:

Central Office T1
Talulah High T1

I believe the correct answer therefore, would be that an schools were
connected in some manner during Year 1, butlwo locations were upgraded 10
T1 near the end of Year 1.

I apologize for taking so long to send this; If you want me to FAX it to
ihe SLD, please just send me a reply (and the fax number if you have it)

Thanks,

Mark Stevenson
SEND Technologies
2904 Evangeline Street
Monroe LA 71201
(318) 340-0750 Voice
(318) 340-0580 FAX

E-mail from Mr. Stevenson to Mr. Kowitz on May 17,2000, indicating the number ofschool sites that SEND
provided Internet access to from July 1998 to June 1999. Although it appears that SEND provided Internet
access to six school sites, SEND billed the school district and USAC for ten school sites (see previous page).

Finally, SEND appears to have received an additional $4,329 from USAC for quarterly Internet
access that was not provided during the funding year. As mentioned above, SEND invoiced the
school district and USAC for their respective portions of Internet access services provided from
July 1998 to June 1999. These invoices resulted in payments to SEND totaling $28,200 (12
months @ $2,350) leaving the contract with a funded balance of$5,550. In November 1999,
SEND submitted an additional invoice to USAC for the discounted portion ofquarterly Internet
access charges. Although SEND's invoice was based on the discounted portion of three months
at $2,350 ($7,050 @ 78% = $5,499), USAC only paid SEND $4,329 ($5,550 @ 78%) which was
the discounted portion of the contract's remaining balance. According to school district records,
the school district did not receive an invoice from SEND nor did the school district make any
payments to SEND for its (school district's) portion of the balance.

Based on this information, it appears that SEND received payments totaling $12,429 for Internet
access services not provided to the school district during the first funding year. Of this amount,
USAC paid $9,695 (78%) and the school district paid $2,734 (22%).
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On August 12,2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the school district totaling $8,400 for
services not provided during the 1998-99 funding. The school district's portion ($1,848) was
credited against current billings. In a letter explaining the credit, Mr. Stevenson indicated that
USAC's portion of the credit ($6,552) would be deducted from future billings.

Webster Parish School District

From April 1999 to March 2002, SEND was paid at least $98,188 to provide Internet access to
the Webster Parish School District (school district) under the E-Rate program. Of this amount,
SEND was paid $12,320 for Internet services not provided.

First E-Rate Funding Year (1998-1999) - School district records indicate that SEND provided
Internet access to the school district central office during April, May, and June 1999 at a rate of
$1,350 per month for a total of$4,050.

On August 12, 1999, SEND invoiced the school district $932 ($4,050 @ 23%) for the non
discounted portion of the ISP charges. In addition, SEND billed the school district $230 ($1,000
@ 23%) for installation services. On August 26, 1999, the school district issued a check to
SEND in the amount of$1,161 ($5,050 @ 23%) for the non-discounted portion of these charges.

Based on the total charges ($5,050) that SEND submitted to the school district, USAC would
have been responsible for paying $3,888 (77%). However, USAC disbursement records indicate
that SEND was paid a total of$5,814 resulting in an overpayment of$1,925.

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year (2001-2002) - On January 12, 2001, the school district contracted
with SEND for Internet access during the 2001-02 funding year. According to SEND's proposal
for Internet services, SEND would provide T-1 point-to-point links from the schools to the
school district alternative school (which serves as the networking central location) with a
minimum of three megabyte (3MB) ISP service from the alternative school to SEND. During
prior years, the school district's Internet connection from SEND was through a T-1 line.

Linda Williams, school district technology coordinator, explained that the 3MB connection
would double the bandwidth connecting the alternative school to SEND increasing the speed of
Internet service. Ms. Williams further indicated that SEND would upgrade the school district's
routers under the ISP agreement. According to the school district's ISP agreement with SEND,
these services were to be provided for a total of$167,400 ($13,950 monthly).

According to Ms. Williams, SEND did not provide the school district with the 3MB ISP service
or the router upgrades during the funding year. Ms. Williams explained that the delays were
attributed to the school district not receiving E-Rate funding approval until the end of the
funding year. She added that the school district currently has a T-1 point-to-point link from the
alternative school to SEND and that Mr. Stevenson informed her that he would issue the school
district a refund check for services not provided.
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During the funding year, the school district made payments to SEND for Internet services
provided from July 2001 to March 2002. On August 22, 2002, SEND issued a credit memo to the
school district that included adjustments for upgrades not provided during the year. According to
the credit, SEND had included $175 per school (22) per month for the router and 3MB ISP
upgrades resulting in charges totaling $34,650 ($175 x 22 schools x 9 months) from July 2001 to
March 2002 for services not provided. The school district's portion of these charges was $10,395
(30%). The credit also stated that the appropriate adjustments would be made on future billings
to USAC.

Caldwell Parish School District

Fourth E-Rate Funding Year (2001-2002)

School district and E-Rate records indicate that SEND was paid $82,200 to provide Internet
access to the school district from July 2001 to June 2002. According to the contract, SEND
would provide direct T-l Internet access to each school site at a monthly rate of$6,850. The
monthly cost included a base rate of $1 ,360 for a connection to the district central office and
$915 for each of the six school sites in the district.

Mary Stephens, school district technology coordinator, stated that only one school in the district
(Caldwell High School) is equipped with a T-l connection to the district central office. She
added that the other schools in the district are equipped with 64K lines. On December 12,2002,
SEND issued a credit memo to the school district adjusting the price paid by the school district
(and USAC) for five school sites from $915 per month to $490 per month. According to Martha
Simons, school board superintendent, the credit was issued for T-l upgrades to the five school
sites that were not installed during the period. This resulted in a credit totaling $25,500 over the
l2-month funding period that was applied to billings during the current year (2002-03).
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During the first and
second E-Rate
funding years, SEND
was paid between
$27,000 and $30,600
per year for
providing Internet
access to ten school
districts.

Findings

SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service Provider (lSP)
charges ranging from $80,640 to $112,200 for enhanced services (school sites
connected directly to the ISP) that were not provided. SEND billed the
districts for high-speed configurations while actually providing Internet
service through a lower-speed configuration.

During the first and second E-Rate funding years, (1998-99 and
1999-2000), Caldwell, Catahoula, Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin,
Jackson, Madison, Morehouse, Richland, and Tensas Parish
School Districts awarded Internet access contracts to SEND
totaling $431,907. According to SEND's proposal, the
configuration consisted of connections from the school sites to the
school district central office and a connection from the central
office to SEND. Under this configuration, the central office
provides Internet access to each individual school site. Annual
Internet access costs to the districts during these years ranged
between $27,000 and $30,600, which included an average of
$1,350 per month for a direct connection from SEND to each
school district central office. In addition, most districts paid an

average of$100 per month per school site connected to the districts' network (central office).

The diagram below illustrates the configuration through which the school districts receive Internet access
(through their central offices) from SEND and then distribute the access to the school sites within their
district.
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During the third E-Rate funding year, 11 school districts (those
noted previously with the addition of Lincoln Parish)
contracted with SEND to provide Internet access. Though
Internet access cost increased significantly from a maximum of
$30,600 during the second funding year to an average of
$60,000 during the third funding year (2000-01), school district
employees could not provide us with a contract adequately
describing the services to be provided. SEND's ISP service
orders provided by school district personnel only indicated that
SEND would provide dedicated T-1 Internet services for all
schools. When asked to explain the increase in cost,
technology coordinators offered several responses indicating
that the increase was due to on-site network support or
indicating that they were not sure what caused the increase.

E-Rate Program

SEND's Internet access
cost to the school
districts increased
significantly from
$30,600 during the
second funding year to
an average of $60,000
during the third
funding year.

During the fourth
funding year, SEND
was paid annual
charges ranging from
$80,640 to $112,200
for Internet access
provided to the
school districts.

According to SEND's contracts for the fourth funding year, SEND
was to provide the school districts' Internet access under a
configuration by which the school sites in each district would have
their own direct T-l connections to SEND. This configuration
would allow each school site to bypass the central office to receive
faster Internet service. During the fourth funding year, each school
district paid SEND monthly base charges ranging from $1,150 to
$1,375. In addition, SEND was paid school site charges ranging
from $375 to $1,070 per school site per month to connect directly
to SEND for Internet access. Under this billing structure, annual
Internet access costs ranged from $80,640 to $112,200.

The diagram below illustrates the configuration described in SEND's proposal for Internet access for the
2001-02 funding year. This configuration would allow each school site in the district to bypass the central
office to receive faster Internet service.

...,'J ' ..; " .'..... ._,c.! .;'~:

Central Office
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Although SEND billed the school districts based on its configuration, technology coordinators in
Caldwell, Catahoula, Claiborne, Concordia, Franklin, Lincoln, Morehouse, and Richland Parish
School Districts indicated that individual school sites in their districts did not have separate T-l
links connecting directly to SEND.

Lincoln Parish School District

Debbie Sandidge, technology coordinator for the Lincoln Parish School District, stated that each
school in the district was connected to the central office with either a T-lor 56K line. She
explained that the school district central office receives Internet access from SEND and then acts
as a hub to provide Internet access to the schools connected to the central office. According to
Ms. Sandidge, by connecting directly to SEND, school sites would have faster Internet access.
Ms. Sandidge explained that she had planned to link the schools in Lincoln Parish directly to
SEND during the fourth funding year and that SEND's cost for Internet access was based on this
configuration.

Madison Parish School District

During the course of the funding year (July 2001 to June 2002), SEND was paid $82,680 for
providing direct Internet access to seven school sites at the Madison Parish School District.
Although five of the school district's seven school sites were provided with direct T-I
connections to SEND, it appears that two school sites were not connected directly to SEND.
Ann Thomas, school district technology coordinator, stated that Tallulah High School and
Tallulah Junior High School share a single T-I line that connected Tallulah High School to the
school district central office. SEND was paid $19,200 (2 sites @ $800 per site x 12 months) to
provide individual direct T-1 Internet access to these two school sites during the funding year.

Tensas Parish School District

SEND received payments totaling $80,640 for providing Internet access to five school sites at
the Tensas Parish School District during the fourth funding year. Dr. William Fletcher, school
district technology coordinator, stated that Tensas Elementary School, Lisbon Elementary
School, and the school district central office each have T-l1inks directly to SEND. However,
BellSouth records indicate that the school site (Tensas and Lisbon) T-I links were not
established until November 2001, more than four months into the funding year. Before installing
the T-llines, these schools received Internet access through low-speed 64K lines. As a result,
from July 2001 to October 2001, SEND was paid a total of$8,560 ($1,070 per school per month)
for Internet access through 64K connections.

Dr. Fletcher added that Davidson and Newellton High Schools are not directly linked to SEND
as each school has a T-Ilink to the central office. SEND was paid $25,680 (2 sites @ $1,070
per site @ 12 months) to provide direct Internet access to these two school sites during the
funding year.

33



E-Rate Program

Franklin Parish School District

From July 2001 to June 2002, SEND was paid $112,200 to provide direct Internet access to
11 school sites at the Franklin Parish School District. SEND was paid a monthly charge of $725
per school site to provide direct Internet access. Thoy Leonard, school district technology
coordinator, stated that although she had spoken to SEND about the possibility of connecting the
school sites directly to SEND, this has never been done. She added that the school district has ten
school sites that go through the school district central office to receive Internet access. Mike
Gandy, school district technology supervisor, stated that the eleventh school site is the Franklin
Alternative School. According to Mr. Gandy, the Franklin Alternative School is not connected to
the central office through a T-1 digital circuit. He explained that the Franklin Alternative School
connects to Winnsboro Junior High School in order to receive Internet access. Although the
alternative school receives its Internet access through Winnsboro Junior High School, SEND was
paid $8,700 ($725 @ 12 months) for providing direct T-IInternet access to the Franklin
Alternative School during the funding year.

Caldwell Parish School District

Records indicate that SEND was paid $82,200 to provide direct T-1 Internet access to six school
sites in the district during the 2001-02 funding year. As stated in a previous finding (see
page 30), T-l upgrades were not added to five of the district's six schools during the funding
year.

School Districts Failed to Maintain Adequate Documentation of On-site
Internet Network Support Services Performed by SEND

From July 1999 to June 2000, SEND contracted with at least six school districts to provide
Internet on-site network support services for a total cost of $405,600. Of this amount, SEND
was paid $402,280 to provide each of the school districts with on-site technical support for the
districts' network operations which included programming, monitoring, and troubleshooting of
routers at each school site and school district central office. The contract also provided for
support of the school district's data wire (category 5) installations and maintenance and support
for future Internet services.

During the same period, SEND included as part of its ISP contract with these school districts,
remote monitoring of the central offices' routers and network for each school site connected to
the Internet. In addition, SEND's ISP contract included remote programming, troubleshooting
and monitoring the network operation, and support for the operation system, software, servers,
routers, and desktop computers.
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During our review of the on-site network support contracts, we noted that the school districts
failed to maintain an adequate record of on-site network services to support whether or not
SEND complied with the terms of the contract. Since the school districts did not maintain
documentation of the dates, times, or services performed by SEND's technicians, we were
unable to determine if the school districts received the services for which they paid.

Cindy Mohler, former school district technology coordinator and current Technology
Coordinator Mary Stephens, of Caldwell Parish School District both stated that SEND provided
the district with a technician approximately twice per week. According to Ms. Mohler, the
technician worked on-site trouble shooting or correcting whatever problems the district had with
the network. However, neither Ms. Mohler nor Ms. Stephens could provide us with an
accounting of the 16 hours per week SEND technicians were to perform under the on-site
Internet network support contract.

Claiborne Parish School District Technology Coordinator Janet Holland stated that SEND
maintains and monitors the district's network as part of its ISP contract. She stated that SEND
did not assign an on-site technician to work at the school district. However, when she called
SEND with a problem, they had been responsive to the calls. Ms. Holland stated that she only
used approximately 50% of SEND's on-site network support contract.

Thoy Leonard, Franklin Parish School District technology coordinator, stated that SEND
provided the district with a technician on a regular basis. However, in some cases, SEND would
remotely correct a problem at the school district.

Ann Thomas, technology coordinator of Madison Parish School District, stated that she had a
problem with SEND's on-site support contract because SEND did not provide the school district
with an on-site technician once a week as Mr. Stevenson had told them. She stated that there
were times when the school district needed a technician, she called SEND, and did not get a
technician until the following week. She explained that it is possible that she used SEND's
technicians more than once or twice a week. However, she is sure a technician was not on site at
the school district for 16 hours each week (as required by the school district's contract with
SEND).
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Dr. William Fletcher, Tensas Parish School District technology coordinator, stated that the
school board's on-site network support contract allowed SEND to handle problems that he could
not handle. Dr. Fletcher stated that SEND did not house a technician at the school district, but
added ifhe had problems that he could not handle, he would call SEND and they would send a'
technician to the school district.

Ronald Lofton, Catahoula Parish School District technology coordinator, stated that although his
school district did not have a separate on-site network support contract with SEND,
Mr. Stevenson informed him that ifhis school district had any network problems, SEND would
take care of it under its ISP agreement.

These actions indicate that one or more of the following laws may have been violated:

• 18 U.S.C. §666, "Theft or Bribery Concerning Programs Receiving Federal
Funds,,2

• R.S. 14:67, "Theft,,3

• R.S. 14:134, "Malfeasance in Office,,4

• Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana ConstitutionS

The actual determination as to whether an individual is subject to formal charge is at the
discretion of the district attorney or the United States Attorney.

2 18 U.S.c. §666 provides, in part, that theft concerning programs receiving federal funds occurs when an agent of an organization, state, local, or
Indian tribal government or any agency thereof embezzles, steals, obtains by fraud, or otherwise intentionally misapplies property that is valued
at $5,000 or more and is owned by or under control of such organization, state, or agency when the organization, state, or agency receives in any
one year period, benefits in excess of $1 0,000 under a federal program involving a grant contract, or other form of federal assistance.

3 R.S. 14:67 provides, in part, that theft is the misappropriation or taking of anything of value which belongs to another, either without the
consent of the other to the misappropriation or taking, or by means of fraudulent conduct, practices, or representations.

4 R.S. 14:134 provides, in part, that malfeasance in office is committed when any public officer or public employee shall (1) intentionally refuse
or fail to perform any duty lawfully required of him, as such officer or employee; (2) intentionally perform any such duty in an unlawful manner;
or (3) knowingly permit any other public officer or public employee, under his authority, to intentionally refuse or fail to perform any duty
lawfully required ofhim or to perform any such duty in an unlawful manner.

s Article 7, Section 14 of the Louisiana Constitution provides, in part, that except as otherwise provided by this constitution, the funds, credit,
property, or things of value of the state or of any political subdivision shall not be loaned, pledged, or donated to or for any person, association, or
corporation, public or private.
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We recommend that the school boards (l) establish and implement controls to ensure that district
funds and assets are not used for personal purposes, and (2) establish policies and procedures to
ensure that vendors comply with contractual agreements. In addition, we recommend that the
school district's technology coordinator, business manager, and members of the school district's
finance committee review all E-Rate contracts and billings to ensure that payments are made
only for those services that are provided.

We further recommend that the United States Attorney for the Western District of Louisiana and
the district attorneys for the appropriate judicial districts of Louisiana review this information
and take appropriate legal action, to include seeking restitution.
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Attachment I

Additional Information



SEND billed eleven school districts annual Internet Service Provider (ISP) charges ranging
from $80,640 to $112,200 for enhanced services (school sites connected directly to the ISP)
that were not provided. SEND billed the districts for high-speed configurations while
actually providing Internet service through a lower-speed configuration.

Several of the school districts responding to this finding have interpreted "enhanced services" as
Internet access through upgraded T-I connections. The legislative auditor's reference to
"enhanced services" relates to the configuration proposed in SEND's contract during the fourth
funding year that provided for the schools within each district to bypass the central office and
connect directly to SEND. Under the proposed configuration, each school site would have its
own T-I connection to SEND increasing its bandwidth and ultimately the speed of Internet
access to the school.

The legislative auditor is aware that most of these school districts received Internet access
through T-I connections to their respective district central office during the third year. SEND's
ISP service orders for the third funding year that school district personnel provided to auditors
simply stated that SEND would provide T-I Internet access to all school sites. However, a
review of school district and BellSouth records indicate that several schools in these districts did
not have T-I's in all school sites until the fourth funding year. Furthermore, we find it
questionable that many of these districts received the same service (T-I connections to the
central office) during the fourth funding year at a higher price.

As stated above, the school districts paid SEND between $80,640 and $112,200 for Internet
access where the school sites were connected to the central office and then routed to SEND.
However, we noted that at least one district received a proposal for the fifth funding year (from a
vendor other than SEND) for comparable services at a cost of $34,500, substantially less than
that charged by SEND.



Attachment II

Managements' Responses

The response received from Morehouse Parish was
voluminous and for that reason has not been included in

its entirety. However, it may be viewed at the Office of the
Legislative Auditor in Baton Rouge.



Martha T. Simons, Superintendent
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Mary Taylor, P,...ldent

C. It Martin
Marilyn Warren
John Mcilwain
Bob Frazier
Drew Keahey

Ward 1
Ward 2
Ward 3
Ward 4
Ward 5
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P. O. Box 1019
Columbia, Louisiana 71418

Ph.(318) 649·2689 •Fax. (318) 649-0636

December 20, 2002

Barbara Hall
Mark May
Baron Glass
Mery Teylor
Hershel Volentine

Ward 6
Ward 7
Ward 8
Ward 9
Ward 10

Dr. Daniel G. Kyle
Office ofLegislative Auditor
P. O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, LA 70804·9397

Dear Dr. Kyle:

Please find enclosed my response to the investigative audit report on the Caldwell
Parish School District. I trust that this information will be sufficient to conclude this
report.

Should you need any further information do not hesitate to contact me.
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Sincerely,

l7Z~J
Martha T. Simons
Superintendent
Caldwell Parish School Board



Mary Taylor, President

C.R.Martin
Marilyn Warren
John Mcilwain
Bob Frazier
Drew Keahey

Ward 1
Ward 2
Ward 3
Ward 4
Ward 5
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P. O. Box 1019
Columbia. Louisiana 71418

Ph.(318) 649·2689· Fax. (318) 649·0636

Marth. T. Simons, Superintendent

Barbara Hall Ward 6
Mark May Ward 7
Baron GlllU Ward 8
Mary Taylor Ward 9
Hershel Volentine Ward 10

Management Response:

1. SEND Technology has credited Caldwell Parish School Board for
adjustments of ISP service charges for upgrades to T1 lines,
which were not installed during that period.

The Caldwell Parish School Board will require a detailed
contract for services. which Itemize the services to be provided
at each site Including a date for completion of services. The
system will also require Itemized invoices, which can be
matched to the specific contract. No payment will be authorized
without such detail Including an authorized signature on
completion.



. SEND TECHNOLOGIES LLC
2904 EVANGELINE ST.

MONROE, LA 71201-3724
PH. (318) 340-0750
FAA (318) 340-0580

BILL TO

Caldwell Parish School Board
Attention: Cindy Mohler
P.O. Box 1019
Columbia, LA 11418

P.O. NO.

11102

DATE

1211212002

TERMS

Due on receipt

Invoice
INVOICE #

1961

PROJECT

Caldwell - ISP Service Charges
Internet: Jan - June 2003

QUANTITY

Revised Year 5 ISP Charges
(Same as Year 4)

Less: Year 4 adjustments
Original 6@S915/mo
Reduce to I @ S915/mo

and S @ S490/mo
Less: Year S invoices

Balance

District share 22%

DESCRIPTION

S56,100.oo

25,500,00

30,180,00

420.00

92.40

RATE

92.40

AMOUNT

92.40

•

Total $92.40

•



Martha T. Simons, Superintendent
Mary Taylor, Pl'lIIident

C. R. Martin
Marilyn Warren
John Mcilwain
Bob Frazier
Drew Keahey

Ward 1
Ward 2
W.rd3
Ward 4
Ward 6

~/p~g;eIwot-[jJt>tVJ

P. O. Box 1019
Columbia, Louisiana 71418

Ph.(318) 649-2689· FIX~ (318) 649-0636

Barbara Hall
Mark May
Baron Glass
Mary Taylor
Hershel Volentine

Warde
Ward 7
Ward 8
Ward 9
Ward 10

Management Response:

2. The Caldwell Parish School System for years 2000- on has
detailed logs of service hours provided. The system also has
implemented a specific procedure for requesting support
services and/or on-site technical support for each site. The
technology coordinator for Caldwell Parish for 1999-2000 is no
longer an employee of the system and he indicated he had no
written record for that year but reqUired the service technician
check in personally with him each time he came into our parish.



The Caldwell Parish System now has in place a system for reporting and tracking
technical services provided by agencies outside the parish. The following procedures are
in place for reporting needs for technical assistance and support involving technology:

1. Each school has a designated technology contact who has been trained to provide
minor technical support. When there is a problem at a school, this person is the
initial contact.

2. After examining the problem and being unable to provide the necessary
assistance, the school contact reports to one oftwo parish technicians who are
each working on a half-day basis as technology technicians within the parish.

3. The technology technician notifies the parish technology coordinator when
additional assistance is required.

4. The technology coordinator notifies the ISP or contacts any outside vendor,
technician, or support person as needed.

5. Outside service providers must report to the Central Office to obtain a worksheet
which authorizes work to be done.

6. The principal or supervisor must sign the worksheet indicating that services have
been provided.

7. Outside service provider must return signed worksheet to the Parish Technology
Coordinator before leaving the parish.



Technology R~irUst

SChool _ Date _

Teacher Room # Computer Repair IntemetjE-Mail
Problems

NOTE: All computer repair and technology (network) problems MUST be
reported on this form to the designated technology contact at your school before
ANY work can be done. If after examining the problem the schools technology
contact cannot provide the necessary assistance, she/he will then contact a
parish technician to examine the problem.

If outside technical assistance is required the principal MUST sign the worksheet
before payment can be made for their work. Outside technical repair and/or
installation of equipment 01' software must be approved by the Parish
Technology Coordinator In the cenb'al Office.

Only work listed on worksheet will be done. Do not ask the repairman or
technology person to work: on any other computer or network problem. 11JJ:x
will notbe paidfor itsince it was notauthorizedbythis office!!!!!

Repair man must report to the cenbal Office to obtain authorized work sheet
before reporting to a school. After work is completed the repair man must turn
signed worksheet back into central Office before leaving the Parish.



caldwell Parish Computer Repair/Internet Assistance· Worksheet
SChool/location: Principal/Supervisor Signature: _

Teacher Room# Computer Repair InternetlE-Mail Description of Work Date Work Signature of
Problem Problem Completed Company

Reported Done Representative

NOTE: The form must be signed by the Principal/Supervisor before being turned into the Central Office. Only
Authorized repair/technology work will be done.

For Central Office Use Only:

Date Problem Reported to Company: Name of Company:

• n;tM R,..".irfT"""nlrA' Prnhl~m F'iYM~ R~nltirm"n~



Catahoula Parish School Board
RECE'\\iEq ." . Post Office Box 290

'; r r. ;~ ~ t .," , .::. t,;.!U j TOr< Harrisonbure, Louisiana 71340
SuperiDteDdellt~ . . . Telephone: 318·744-5727

Ronald R.Lo~ OEC 24 AM 9~ 51 Fax: 318-744-9221

December 20, 2002

Dr. Daniel G. Kyle, CPA, CFE
Office of Legislative Auditor
Post Office Box 94397
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397

Re: Initial management response to investigative audit report.

Dear Dr. Kyle:

BOARD MEMBERS
Wayne sande.... President

Clarence Martin, Vice-President
Lillian Aplin

Joe Ann Edwards
Charles "Do" House

W.E. "Sonny" Manning
Dave Mays

Dewey W. Stoeknlan
Dorothy Watson

Catahoula Parish School Board received by fax a draft ofyour investigative audit report on
December 18, 2002 at 12:31 p.m. Due to the approaching holidays, our office closing from December 23,
2002 to January 6,2003, and our inability to obtain an extension, our response is limited. We reserve the
right to submit additional information as it becomes available.

The report notes that the billing rate with SEND increased between the second and third year, and
incorrectly states that Catahoula Parish had paid for enhanced services that it had not received. The report
also states that Catahoula Parish could not provide the auditors with a contract describing the services to
be rendered. The report assumes without factual basis that the increased fee represents the creation of a
different configuration other than using Catahoula Parish's central office as the routing hub. The report is
also flawed in that SEND has consistently provided enhanced and improved services to Catahoula Parish.

The report stating that the networking infrastructure has not changed since 1998 is not accurate.
The 1998 configuration provided low-speed 56KB services from schools. The initial service cost was
therefore based on a minimum service level requirement. In 1999, the District upgraded to high-speed TI
services, arranging services in an aggregated star configuration with schools connecting through the
School Board Office. SEND did not increase pricing in 1999, although service requirements increased
significantly. SEND provided a higher cost quotation in 2000 based on the aggregated TI configuration in
place since 1999. Catahoula Parish did contact CenturyTel to obtain an isp cost but CenturyTel's cost was
about the same and it was our opinion that their support/services and internet connectivity stability were
not as good as SEND. Also, in contacting other school systems in the state and LaNet's support/services
and internet connectivity stability, we felt that LaNet was not a viable choice.



The proposal for 2001/02 allowed for each school site to bypass the Central Office to receive faster
Internet services. We were told that our cost would be the same whether all schools connected to SEND
or to the Central Office. Our District chose for our schools to connect to the Central Office.

We decided the ability to control multipoint IP video from our central location to be more
beneficial to our instructional program than the increased bandwidth for Internet services at each school
site. Consequently, there was no expectation on our part that the decision to forego the reconfiguration
would result in any savings to Catahoula Parish.

Catahoula Parish received enhanced services in Year 4 with upgraded DS3 service from SEND to
the national backbone; significantly enhanced security, mail and routing services required for industry and
government standards; and additional customer services personnel provided by SEND to support school
Internet service. SEND's billing to the District for July, 2001 to June, 2002 was appropriate and pursuant
to contract.

We hope this response will provide you with sufficient information to demonstrate that some of
the draft findings are unfounded. E-rate is a very beneficial program for our school district and we are
trying our best to comply with all rules and regulations pertaining to the program.

Should you need any further information from us, please contact me. As noted above, our office
closes at 4:30 p.m. on December 20, 2002 and will not reopen until 8:00 a.m. on January 6, 2003.

Sincerely,

~R~
Ronald R. Lofton
Superintendent



Daniel G. Kyle
Office of the Legislative Auditor
State of Louisia.'la
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397

RE: Investigative Report ofClaihorne Parish School Board, Requestfor Response

Dear Dr. Kyle:

We received your FAXed letter of December 18, 2002 containing a preliminary draft and a
request for response from us. This was the result ofyour investigation into the Universal
Service Fund (Le., E-Rate) program and our contractual relationship with SEND Corporation
to provide services under this program.

The following is our response to each of the two findings contained in that preliminary report:

Finding I: "SEND Billed School District Annual Internet Service Provider (lSP) Charges
Ranging from $54,432 to $92,070 For Enhanced Services That Were Not Provided."

. Response: We respectfully submit that the finding is based on an erroneous interpretation of
our contractual arrangement with SEND during the period in question. Our contract, and the
hilling in question, was notfor "enhanced services." The charges werefor the basic services
and would have heen the same whether the routing was through the central office (system in
effectprevious to this contract) or directly from the sites to SEND. Our discussions with
SEND were that the only additional charges would have been for the relocation ofthe Tl
lines. Those charges would have heen hilled to Bel/south, not SEND. The decision not to
reconfigure was made by the district because we decided to implement IP video and needed to
be able to control multipoint conferences from the central office. SEND was not involved in
this decision and it made no difference in the costs quoted to the district, so we changed our
mind about the reconfiguration. At that time we notified the SLD ofour decision and
cancelled the Funding Request Number associated with the reconfiguration.

All ofour discussions with SEND concerning the configuration issue were to the effect there
would be no additional charge for direct connection from the sites to their router. Our
original thoughts were the reconfiguration would result in additional bandwidthfor each site.



We decided the ability to control multipoint IP videofrom our central location to be more
beneficial to our instructional program than the increased bandwidth. Consequently, there
was no expectation on our part that the decision to forego the reconfiguration would result in
any savings to the district.

Evidence: Nothing in the services contract specifically mentions a reconfiguration ofthe
district or enhanced servicesfor the district. The only reference to this issue is a single
sentence (paragraph I, page 3) or the RFP Response from SEND where they say H ••• per
school site for Digital Tl mapped directly to a port on the SEND router." Since it had
already been established there was no additional charge for this service, we feel the
interpretation that SEND billedfor enhanced services notprovided is, in our case, not
supported.

Finding 2: "School District Failed to Maintain Adequate Documentation of On-site Internet
Network Support Services perfonned by SEND."

Response: Our contract with SEND cal/edfot" them to maintain and support our network at
all district sites. These sites are very remote from each other andfrom the school board
central office. SEND provided remote monitoring ofthe sites, maintenance ofthe CAT 5
wiring and support for a variety ofother services to include operating system, software,
servers, routers, and desktop computers. The district staffconsists ofone person, a
technology coordinator, who has responsibility for this as well as several other unrelated
programs in the district. It was impracticalfor us to know every lime SEND was in the
district or to have them log in and out with us with each visit. Our assessment ofwhether or
not we were receiving the services was based largely on whether or not the services stayed up
and running as well as ourfrequent and regular conversations with SEND as to the progress
and status ofneeded repairs. The requirementfor SEND to have come to the central office to
log inand outfor each visit would have added additional costs to the districtfor the mileage
associated with such a requirement.

We oiftr, as an analogy, that auditors who provide services for us routinely estimate the
number ofhours to provide their services and we pay based on the bill we receive without
sitting down and going over their bill in depth to question the activities associated with
producing the audit. We suspect that this is not an unusual circumstance among districts
audited.

However, now that the need to provide more complete documentation has been pointed out,
the district will design and implement procedures designed to provide this documentation in
the future.

We hope the responses provide you with some additional insight into what has been a very
beneficial program for school districts across the state and nation. We assure you that, as
public servants, we take our responsibility to be good stewards ofpublic funds very seriously.
I am confident that if any errors or shortcomings emerge as a result of this investigation they
do not rise to the level of malfeasance in office on the part of members of the Claiborne
Parish School Board staff. I also assure you we will take appropriate actions to respond to
any shortcomings surfaced in a timely and effective manner.



Should further actions be required ofus, please advise. Also, please be aware that we will be
out of the office until January 6, 2003 for our school holidays.

Sincerely,

~n~
Superintendent



Dr. Lester Petennan
Superintendent

CONCORDIA PARISH SCHOOL BOA~'?IRt!~~,1,Ys,~.\OITO?
P. o. Box 950 1.~'_., ....- f.

Vidalia, Louisiana 71373-0950 2602 orc 23 At111: 1fl
c. rtione (3TSJ 3364226

FAX (318) 336-5875

December 20, 2002

Dr. Daniel G. Kyle
Office ofthe Legislative Auditor
State of Louisiana
]600 North Third Street
Post Office Box 94397
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397

Dear Dr. Kyle:

The Concordia Parish School Board received a fax on December 18, 2002, of a draft of an investigative
report on this district in regards to the Universal Service Fund (i.e., E-Rate) program and the system's
contractual relationship with SEND Teclmologies L.L.C. (SEND) to provide services under this
program.

The following are our responses to the findings contained in the investigative report:

The district could not provide us with a contract describing servicesfor E-Rate funding year 3.

All records pertaining to E-Rate funding since its beginning were turned over to your auditors when
they conducted their site visit for their review and to copy as needed. An examination of the folders
conducted after receiving the investigative report yielded a copy of a purchase order (which serves as a
contractual agreement for e-rate) dated January 10,2000, which describes services which SEND would
provide for the Concordia Parish School Board. Also located was a copy ofthe contracts between
SEND Technologies and the Concordia Parish School Board for internet access and internal
connections. Copies of the purchase order and the contracts have been provided.

Finding: SEND Technologies. L.L.c. (SEND) billed the Concordia Parish School District (.')chool
district) annual Internet Service Provider charges ranging,from $55,800 to $81,360for enhanced
services that were not provided

It was OUf understanding with SEND that the decision to direct ccmnect schools or stay with a Star
configuration was our decision to make. The contract with SEND was not for direct connection but for
basic IF services. These charges would have been the same whether the routing was through the central
office or directly from the sites to SEND. The decision to maintain the direct connection through the
central office was made by us so that we could control video over IP and facilitate distance learning
classes from school to school. The decision was ours alone and was based on what was best for our
students and parish.



Our acceptance of the ISP increase from SEND was based on their providing the following support
services improvements:

• an increase in local band width services provided in year three E-Rate with no increase in
charges

• an upgrade to DS3 service from SEND to internet backbone for year 4
• provision of firewall service, unlimited e-mail with internet filtering for year 4
• services ofprofessional personnel from SEND for internet trouble-shooting from their office and

at school levels as needed for year 4

It is hoped that these responses will assist you in your efforts to investigate this matter. I want to
assure you that every effort is made to utilize all the public funds with which we are involved with the
utmost care while maintaining the integrity ofthe programs and their guidelines.

Please contact me ifyou need any additional information or clarifications.

Sincerely,

~~~
Dr. Lester Peterman
Superintendent
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CONCORDIA PARISH SCHOOL BOARD
VIDALIA, LOUISIANA

PURCHASE REQUISITION WORK ORDER FORM

Send Technologies, LLC
1dress 2904 Evangeline St.

Monroe. LA 71201

Date January 10 1 2000

On or before , 19__, please deliver the (ollowing goods, shipping charges prepaid, to, or perfonn
(Void alter this date)

rvices on or at, the Concordia Parish School Board Vidalia ,Louisiana,
Id send, not later than the end of the month, the bill to Concordia Parish School Board, Vidalia, Louisiana. Your invoice must list our order number.

QUANTITY DESCRIPTION OF GOODS OR SERVICES UNIT COST TOTAL COST

1 Monthlv internet service (ISP) to bel!in 32,485.00
Julv 1 2000 thru June 30 2001

1 On-site networkinsz support-services 55.800.00
$1 350 ner month + (300 x 11 sites) x 12 months

CONTRACT DATES· 71112000 - 6/30/2001

ABOVE SERVICES :';UN'NGENT UPON l' OF E-RATE

:>TAL COST FOR CONTRACT PURPOSES ONLY. Not intended for payment
School Board Policy: The Oftlce of the SUperintendent ll!lvested with the sole authority to order materials and contract for services.

The &ani will ....sume no obligation except on a duly AuUwrized Purchase Order,

juested By -,- _

Principal or Supervisor

Approved By, -::-_-,- _
Supervisor

031520 c THIS ORDER No. MUST
APPEAR ON ALL INVOICES
AND CORRESPONDENCE.

Approved Cor charging and billing to
Concordia Parish School Board:

!ARK INVOICE:
.hip To: Concordia Parish School Board

P. O. Box 950
Vidalia, LA 71373

\ill To: Concordia Parish School Board

P. O. Box 950

Vidalia, Louisiana 71373

ORIGINAL

Superintendent -secretai)'

Director of BuainC!Sll AiJairs

Acct, No.:

Budget Item



Concordia Parisb SclJool Board

508 John Dale Drive

Vidalia•. LA
city SUiIlII

71373

Internet AccC$$

(313) 336-4226

SEND TecbnoloUg, L.L.C.

Spin # 143010002

Attachmeat #--:2:.;,-~IA;:....._-:-_. _

Order # 031520C

Entity # ti!.li3:.;.:934~2 _

Jt1tN # _

PhoDe #I (318}34(}..q156

TJUa senke order eoa.firms the purchase of service from SEND TecpoloE,
L.L.C. by tJae Concordia 'P2mla Sdlcaol Board to provide the fonowing:

Service per attadlJDeDt .amber kIA for at total of SSS,aoo

Service Start Date: July 1,2000 (upon coaftrmatioD of service start date by SLC)

Service AnniverSary Date: July 1. 2001

Renewal' Of Service: Service term may be renewed by tbe customer for two
consecutive ODe yen ter....' witJue:newal term to beIiD July 1. 2001 ad July If 2002..

Note: ThiJ professional services agrUlIMmt 11 cOBtiaceat ..poD the customer
..eeeiving apprvval of Univer!lal Service <E-:Rate) .ppUQlioD.and $object 10 Board
CUllctiDg ..ader Don~appropriatlongUideliaes. SeJ'V1ee reaewall arc also cOlltIDgeot
apon E-Rate (undiag lIpproval ad snbject to budgedDg approval by the customer•

. Autho~ Sip.tur~~ e n.te /. Ie;: ...
7 l

Service Provider /f1!~~ Date /Vdh.fc::t3
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AIta<:hment.2~

Form Identtn., 1S0110
EntIty Number 139m
Vendor SEND T.mnologlll.

Parl.h

Concordia Parish

" Schoof.

11

Coneoldl. P....h School Dlftfd
CJIletJ1at1on WOfb'*'t
Internet Buq.t Caets

DIMount%

83%

Total
COST
$55.800

School
COST

S9.-486

E-Ilae
COST

$46,314

Dt!dicaled TT Internet service for allsChOOJs;
• Interne! Mrvfce email support for a~ IChOOls; support for sclloollotemet In.laJation. setup and provision tJr ell eligible SeMces required
'Of rnlemet aO::811s.



Concord'a PW& Sehool BOard

508 JOhD Dale Driv,

Vidalia. LA 71373
Zip CatH '

SEND TechPotogies. LL.C.

Spia t# 143Gl0002

AttachDlftt'#--:lJ..-..I;,:;C:..- _

Order '# 031510C

Entity # _.......:,;13:r:..:9~3;;lli42...' _
FaN # _

PhoDe 1# (313)344)..0750

11Us sel"lice order (08111'l1li tile p.rchase of serviee from SEND IegnoJui.!So
L.L.C. by the Concordia Parish School Board to provide the loDowDll=

Ser:yjce Rer attachment: DQmber 3=IC for a total of 532..485

Service Start: Date: July 1,2000 ("poa eoafirmadon o(servke stan ~u:by SI.C)

Semce ADD~ersaryDate: Jaly 1., 2001

Renewal ofSenice: Service tenD may be renewed by die eutomer for two
ecJllleCuUve ODe year tenDS wllb rHewa) term to becia Jufy I, 2001 ufl 'July 1, 2002.

Note: 'nus profesaional services qr:eemeat il eoaCiDgst upo. tile c:ustolllCr
receiviJlg approval of Uaivtena! Service (E-Rate) appJicadoa ud sabject to Board
fuadlD.g UDder uoa-appropriaUOD aWdeliDes. Service reJI.eWals are also coatiDgent
upOI1 E-Rate fuadlac approVal aad subject to badletiDg ap~rovalby the customer.

...th_sl.......re~= Date tj"h.c o
I I

Service Provider ~~~ ... Date .t,/;~
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Attachment 3-fC
FDrm Identlf1,r 1~OO·1C

Erilily Humber UIJ.t2

Concordllt P.,lwh
carelll.llon WorJcsh~
Int'mllt Conoaelrons

":" ~" .- ... :.',. '.

D'-counr rert::4lnlage
FRH Number Descrrpllol1

.83%
QTY
Onl

OneTl~

{Inst.ifl
C"ls

R-eumnl1 Mont.h
COIlIA F~dor

2000

RKUntnll
Coltl

TO~lll

Cost
2000

mATE
Qisc
%

Sct100l !:RATE
COlt Ca.l

2000 2000

300390 CA.T 6 Drop In~lItllaflOlls

(12 sdtools/2O@$5tJ)
(larnit T.l.pho". FRN TOTAl.

3801.. NClf1e1 ASH Mairllenanoe
NorlM·ARN Pdainfenarn:;e
APC6eoUl"S
Roubtr lind Nlllwork

Installation & Melntenence
SEND Techncloqln FAN TOTAL

$12.000.00

$20.000.00

SO $12,,000 $9,IlOO

$612
51,158
$4,382

$20,750'

$9.!ttIo.OO

fll,ltl.55

S2.o.ca.OO

$!,522AS

$3,400.00 $16,100.00

e3% $138
83% $237
83% $S08
83'lIo $4 .250

8~ $3,400 $16.500

83'% $2,040

$810
$1.395
S5~SO

$25,000

$32,48UO

$20.000$0

$0
$0
SO
$0

12

12
12
12
12

t2

$0
$0
SO
$0

$0

so

$1,000

$20,000

$405
.,55
•.240

125.000

2
9

22
1

12

Nelwolll Server klSlallalfon
and iluJlpai
(see V.lJOOr attaChmlOt)

FRN TOTAL

39037'·

NIPlIV Computer-.

r I



FRANKLIN PARISH SCHOOL BOARD
7293 PRAIRIE ROAD, WINNSBORO, LOUISIANA 71295 (318)435-9046

AnfKllJaloppoitunityemployer

DOROTHYBROWN
DIn'Io:I 7

LOUiSE JOHNSON
m.~l'

JAN SLAND
DIfItrIct of

JAMES HARRIS
CHAl'£NN
tHaUfcI'

GREG KINCAID
~

DIfItrIct 1

BOBSII! JOHNSTON
D'-Iricf J

J. ~ fiERCER, JR.
Pf¥SlDENT
Dlaltk, •

Leo Thornhill, Jr.
Slf»rintement

. December20, 2002

Via facsimile and
U.s. Mail

Mr. Daniel G. Kyle, CPA, CFE
Legislative Auditor
State of Louisiana
1800 North Third Street
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397

1./)
"-;0
:::' .. ,'"
''''C''''
·-.:rl

Re: Management Response to
Investigative Report

Dear Mr. Kyle:

Per your request, we are providing you with the present written response to the draft of the
investigative audit report regarding services performed by SEND Technologies, L.L.C. which you

.recently provided our office. Please allow us to respond to each of the proposed findings:

Findine: SEND was paid $10,500 for Internet services not provided.

Please see the attached letter and credit memorandum discussed during our exit interview.
When the school board first became aware of a potential overcharge, it contacted SEND. The
school board was reimbursed for overcharges per the attached.

Findine: SEND billed school district annual Internet service provider (ISP) charges ranging from
$80,796 to $112,200 for enhanced services that were not provided.

Copies of the funding year three (2000-0 I) documents are attached.

Our appreciation of the agreement was that the cost for the same services had increased.
Subsequently, we were contacted by a representative ofSEND regarding direct access to each school



site. However, we were pleased with the set up that was in place, and asked that it remain the same.
Everything was functioning as we wished. While direct access was initially proposed, we opted to
keep the service the same. We did not expect that our decision to maintain service through the
central office would have effected the amount paid SEND.

In the future, E-Rate billings to ensure that payments are made for services received. Counsel
will also review all E-Rate contracts.

Findine: School District failed to maintain adequate documentation of"On-site Internet Network
Support Services" performed by SEND.

During the period in question, SEND maintained the school district's internet access,
.including the service received at each of our schools throughout the parish. Technicians were
dispatched when needed and ether services were provided remotely from SEND's office. As we are
an extremely small parish, our technology department is very limited. The person overseeing
technology does so on a limited basis only as she is also assigned other duties. Quite candidly, we
felt that having the service up and running through SEND allowed us to avoid hiring additional staff.
As long as internet service is functioning properly and there are no complaints, we had no reason
to question the contract documents. In short, the service we have received has been good, and we
have not experienced the access problems that other school systems have encountered.

Nonetheless, per your suggestion, we are implementing procedures that will insure that all
contractual obligations of service providers are met. Such procedures will require documentation
ofthe precise service provided, the date ofservice, and the amount oftime required for the service.
Also, we have retained general counsel who will review future contracts.

I hope that the above response is helpful and that the procedures being implemented will
address your concerns. Should you have any additional suggestions, we will be happy to receive
them. We work hard to insure that the money entrusted to us is spent wisely, and we assure you that
any deficiencies are not the result ofwrongdoing on the part ofthe Franklin Parish School Board or
its staff.

LTJ/ta

cc: Franklin Parish School Board



Franklin Parish School Board
Agency Name

7293 Prairie Road
Address

Winnsboro, LA
city State

71040
Zip Code

(318) 435-9046
Phone

Internal Connections
Service Order

Spin # 143010002

Attachment #-=3::--.:.IC~ _

Order #_--=-2.:::.:63::.::6~7 _

SEND Technologies, L.L.C.
Service Provider

Entity # _..::.:13~9~32=o:9~ _
FRN # _

Phone # (318)340-0750

This service order confirms the purchase of service from SEND Technologies,
L.L.C. by the Franklin Parish School Board to provide the following:

Service per attachment number 3-IC for a total of $83,810

Service Start Date: July 1, 2000 (upon confirmation of service start date by SLC)

Service Anniversary Date: July 1, 2001

Renewal of Service: Service term may be renewed by the customer for two
consecutive one year terms with renewal term to begin July 1, 2001 and July 1, 2002.

Note: This professional services agreemen~ is contingent upon the customer
receiving approval of Universal Service (E-Rate) application and SUbject to Board
funding under non-appropriation guidelines. Service renewals are also contingent
upon E-Rate funding approval and subject to budgeting approval by the customer.

Authorized Sigoatore~~

Service Provider '?1l~~ Date 1- -?- 00



Attachment 3-le
Form Identifier 21000-lC
Entity Number 139329

Franklin Parish
Calculation Worksheet
Internal Connections

----_..... -- -_.. - -- ..
FRN Number Description QIT OneTIme Recurrina Month Recurrlna Total ERATE School ERATE

Ord Installl C05tS . Factor Costs Cost DIsc Cost Cost
Costa 2OOt) 2000 % 2000 2000

312900 CAT 5 Drop Installations 200 $75 $0 12 $0 $15000 88% $1,800 $13200
(materials & labor)
Norte) Mini-Switch 12 port 22 $650 $0 12 $0 $14300 88% $1716 $12584
Nortel Mod 350 24 Pt 8wit 12 $1,790 $0 12 $0 $21480 88% $2578 $18,902
Extemat Cable CAT 5 4 $400 $0 12 $0 $1600 88% $192 $1408
(materials & labor)

Nortel ASN Maintenance 1 $405 $0 12 $0 $405 88% $49 $356
Norte! ARN Maintenance 11- $155 $0 12 $0 $1705 88% $205 $1,500
APC650UPS 18 $240 $0 12 $0 $4320 88% $518 $3,802
Router and Network 1 $25000 $0 12 $0 $25000 88% $3,000 $22000
Installation & Maintenance

SEND Technologies FRNTOTAl I $83.810,00 $10,057.20 $73752.80
I.

Q"""''''''"""""'by.~ C",,,••,.,,,,,,,,,,, FY 2000 Emle F"""""
Tltle:~ Subjeet to Board fUnding for FY 2000 under non-approprlation guidelines
Date: - _1#



Franklin Parish School Board
Agency Name

7293 Prairie Road
Address

Winnsboro, LA
City State

71040
Zip Code

(318) 435-9046
Phone

Internet Acsess
Service Order

Spin # 14~010002

Attachment #........:2::..·~IA::.:-· _

Order # 26366

SEND Technologies, L.L.C.
Service Provider

Entity # _~13::.:::9;.::::.32:.::9~ _
FRN# _

Phone # (318)340-0750

This service order confirms the purchase of service from SEND Technologies,
L.L.C. by the Franklin Parish School Board to provide the following:

Service per attachment number 2-IA for a total of $80,996

Service Start Date: July 1, 2000 (upon confirmation ofservice start date by SLC)

Service Anniversary Date: July 1, 2001

Renewal of Service: Service term may be renewed by the customer for two
consecutive one year terms with renewal term to begin July 1, 2001 and July 1, 2002.

Note: This professional services agreement is contingent upon the customer
receiving approval of Universal Service (E·Rate) application and subject to Board
funding un4er ~on-appropriationguidelines. Service renewals are also contingent
upon E-Rate fuoding approval and subject to budgeting approval by the customer.

AUthOrizedSigUalUr~ Dale /- .7-Ra

Service Provider ~..J.lj:;.~ Date / .... '7 -00



Dedicated T1 Intemet service for all schools;

"Internet service email support for all schools; support for schoollntemet installation, setup and provision for all eligible services requiredfor Internet access.

"-tioo __Iedby.~Con,,-_ FY2000 E~.. Funding,

Title: r": Subject to Board funding for FY 2000 under non.;lppropriatlon guidelinesDate: - -1.1 "

Attachment 2-IA
Fonn identifier 21000
Entity Number 139329

FRN 312818
Vendor SEND Technologies

Parish

Franklin Parish
# Schools

11

Franklin Parish School District
Calculation Worksheet
Internet Budget Costs

Discount %

88%

Totat
Cost
$80,996

School
Cost

$9,696

E-Rate
Cost

$71,104



Sent By: FAXi-' o·I Dec·12-02 9:54AMj Page 2/3

SEND
TBcIDTOLOGYE&. LL.C.

290A EYQng~in. S","I • Monroe, Louisiana 7120 I
PhOIll!l: 318.340.0750. Fax: 318.340.0580

. Web Addt",: http;l/www.sendtech_n.,
August 12, 2002

-,
Mr. Wayne-Smith
Business Manager
Franklin Parish School Board
7293 Prairie Road
Winnsboro LA 71295

Dear Mr. Smith:

SEND Technologies LLC has been pleased to provide Internet and related services to
Franklin Parish for the past four years. We apptecillte your business and hope that we
wi.!l: continue to meet your expoclalioXlS for service in the future.

We are also pleased we have been able to institute business practices and controls to
assi.$t the district and SEND with oversight ofoverall services. One of the practices has
been an internal review ofcurrent and prior years. The review examined the Internet
services and internal connection services to verify services and charges.

In examining the 1998 year, we determined the clistrict was overcharged for Internet
services. The services order quoted a base rate of $1 ,350 per month plus $100 per school
for twelve months. Upon review. it appears the district should have been charged the
base rate for the year since only one school was online until tho Spring of 1999. We
apologize for the error. The error occurred because the file notation showing the
conversion in July 1998 was assumed to mean all schools. We have calculated the
attached credit memo to adjust your billing. We will apply the credit memo to your
current billing. Appropriate credit will be applied to the next invoice submitted to USAC
under the ERATE program to correct their billing. '

Thank you again for tho opportlmity to continue serving the district.

Sincerely,

~~
President
SBNDTechno)ogies LLC



Sent By: FAX; o·, Dec-12-02 9:55AM; Page 3/3

SEND TECHNOLOGIES LLC
2904 EVANGEUNE ST.

MONROE. LA 71201-3724
PH. (3'8) 340-0150
FAA (318) 34~S80

Credit Memo

• 161829161(1)

DESCRIPTION QTY

P.O. NO. PROJeCT

•



Archie J. Chandler, Superintendent
Rudolph Tarver, President 02 DEC 23 AH lO: 55

December 20, 2002

Dan Kyle
Legislative Auditor
1600 North Third Street
PO Box 94397
Baton Rouge LA 70804 9397

Dear Mr. Kyle:

JACKSON PARISH
SCHOOL BOARD

P. O. Box 705
Jonesboro, LA 71251-0705
Telephone (318) 259-4456

Fax (318) 259-2527

Jackson Parish School Board's technology coordinator, business manager and a member of the
finance committee will continue to review all E-rate contracts and billings to ensure that
payments are made only for those services that are provided.

Thank: you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,



Robert E. Shadoin
President

Lincoln Parish School Board
410 Souill Fannerville

Ruston, Louisiana 71270-4699
(318) 255-1430

December 19, 2002

Gerald W. Cobb, E.D.
Superintendent

Dear Dr. Kyle:

Dr. Daniel G. Kyle, CPA. CFE
Legislative Auditor
State ofLouisiana
P. O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804·9397 <=) "T'

N ;;.)
CERTIFIED MAIL #7002 0460 0001 9206O~ .. r)
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I am writing to you in response to the recommendations made by your office conceminithe c~: c::
findings stated in your investigative audit report about payments the Lincoln Parish School BoaW --<

(Board) made for services that were not provided by SEND Teclmologies, L.L.C. (SEND). - g

During the course ofyour investigation it was revealed that the Board made payments for
services that were not provided by SEND. Upon this discovery, we promptly requested SEND to
adjust our future billings and to issue a refund to us for the previous overpayments made by the Board.
SEND responded, in full agreement, by issuing to us a credit memo dated July 22, 2002 and a balance
refimd payment shortly thereafter.

I am in agreement with your recommendations for which we have already begun implementing
by providing a more detailed verification ofbillings before payment for services rendered through fl.
rate contracts and involving more administrative personnel in the review and payment approval
process. This process will include verifying that billings for services are in accordance with stated
contract terms which are, in fact, for actual services being provided to the school district.

I greatly appreciate the professionalism exhibited by your staff in canying out their
investigatioo, and I am confident that the result ofthis investigation will be better management ofall
service contracts 1hrougbout our district. Ifyour office should require any additional infonnation
regarding the response provided above, please advise.

Sincerely,

~7?'Crl4-
Gerald W. Cobb, Ed.D.
Superintendent
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Madison Parish School Board
Post Office Box 1620

Tallulah. Louisiana 71284-1820
(318) 574·3616

Board President:
Rhondie L. Morris

SuperlDteadellt:
Samuel Dixon

December 22,2002

Dr. Daniel Kyle, Legislative Auditor
1600 North Third Street
P. O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397

RE: Investigate Audit Response (SEND Technologies)

Dear Dr. Kyle:
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The following is Management's response as you requested regarding the above-captioned
investigative audit.

Finding: From July 1998 to June 2002, SEND Technologies, L.L.c. (.~END) as paid a total
of$189,873 to provide Internet access to the Madison Parish School District
(school district) under the E-Rate Program. Ofthis amount, it appears that
SEND was paid $12, 429 in Internet access charges for school sites that did not
receive Internet access.

Management's
Response The introduction ofE-Rate funding for Internet access was introduced in a very

short period oftime and was a large, complex program. There was an
overwhelming and often confusing burden of paperwork associated. Discussion
with SEND did result in SEND's issuing a credit to the district.

The district's finance committee will closely monitor E-Rate contracts for
appropriateness of services and review billing to insure that payments are made
for services performed as listed in the contract.

Finding: SEND billed school district annual Internet Service Provider (If;JP) charges
rangingfrom $51,480 to $82,680for enhanced services that were not provided.

The Madtson Parish School Board Is An Equat Opportunity Bmployer



Dr. Daniel Kyle
December 22, 2002
Page 2

Management's
Response Five of the seven school sites were provided with direct connections to SEND and

SEND was provided monitoring services of routers and servers. Two sites were
not provided with this direct connection, but were receiving enhanced services.
The District's appreciation ofenhanced services encompasses more than a direct
connection to SEND.

The district's finance committee will closely monitor E-Ratc contracts for
appropriateness of services and review billing to insure that payments are made
for services performed as listed in the contract.

Finding: School District Failed to Maintain Adequate Documentation ofOn-Site Internet
Network Support Services Performed by SEND

Management's
Response: Management will require that immediately on-site services performed by SEND

be documented.

If I can be of further assistance, please let me know.

Respectfully submitted,

~~0~
Samuel Dixon, Superintendent
Madison Parish Schools

ck

Enclosure



SEND TECHNOLOGIES LLC
2904 EVANGELINE ST.

MONROE, LA 71201-3724
PH. (318) 340-0750
FAX (318) 34Q.0580

CUSTOMER

Madison Parish School Board
Carl Kowitz!Ann Semien
PO Box 1620
Tallulah LA 71282-1620

Credit Memo
DATE CREDIT NO.

8/19/2002 1817

DESCRIPTION

Madison· ISP Service Charge:
Internet July-June 1998-99

Original invoices billed for ten (10) schools at SIOO per school
should have been only three (3),schools. Credit given S700.00 per
mollth at 22% with the SLD billed 78%. .

QTY

-12

P.O. NO.

RATE

154.00

PROJECT

AMOUNT

-1,848.00

• 16152:1 (6·0!)

Total $-1,848.00

•



MI. Curtis J. AJ'IllaJId
Pnl.idcnl

Mr. J_1e L. Rudy
Vice·President

BOAJID MEMBERS

Mrs. Vlc:kIe Da)1cln
Di.lIict I

Mr. A..lhony "Tony" Cain
Di.lri<:12

Mr. Mi<:kcr Tr.week
Dislri<:IJ

Mr.J..... L.Handy
Di.lriCI4

Mr. Curtis J. Armand
Diotricl ,

Mrs. Stephanie S. Smitlo
Di.1ri<:16

Mn. Bread. M. SbeDi"l
DislriCl7

GEORGE D. CANNON, Ed. D.
SuperinllOndenl

L. DoucbuL.~
Board AUomey

MONROE CITY SCHOOLS
• Building Today for the Twenty-first Century •

December 19,2002

Hon. Daniel G. Klye, Ph.D., CPA, CPE
Office of the Legislative Auditor
1600 North Third Street
Post Office Box 94397
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9397

Re: Monroe City School Board (Management's Response)

Dear Dr. Kyle:

The purpose of this communication is to provide Management's response to the findings
and recommendations of your office, relative to the investigation of SEND Technologies,
L.L.C. ("SEND").

Management concurs with the findings of the Legislative Auditor, regarding the reported
activities of Mark Stevenson and Albert Sit, and the history and status of their employment
relationships with the Monroe City School District ("MCSD") and their apparent ownership and
private business activities with SEND Technologies, L.L.C. ("SEND"). Management further
concurs with the recommendation that the MCSD establish and implement controls to ensure that
the MCSD's funds and assets are riot used for personal purposes.

In its own examination and root-cause analysis of just how the activities of SEND,
Stevenson and Sit occurred and were not detected, the MCSD finds that the highly technical nature
of electronic data origination and transmission through use of onsite equipment and through the
school district's BellSouth flexserver required a level oftechnical understanding and skill such that
the school district operated at a conceptual disadvantage to SEND, Stevenson and Sit. Essentially,
the MCSO finds that SEND, Stevenson and Sit took advantage of the conceptual advantage that
they enjoyed, to their own benefit but to the detriment of the MCSO. Without persons of like
technical understanding and skill to exercise oversight of Management Information Services,
improper activities in the department regarding ISP services and use of the BcllSouth flexservcr
could occur and forever evade the review of Management.

In further response, Management will:

P.O.Box4180· 2101 Roselawn Avenue • Monroe. Louisiana 71211-4180
(318) 325-0601 • Fax (318) 323-2864



I) Employ an outside technical consultant, wholly independent of the MSCD and with
whom the MeSD has had no prior financial or business relationship, for the purpose of
conducting a comprehensive review of the MCSD's Management Information Services
(MIS) Department, including in particular all technical systems, hardware, data lines and
like systems involving e-communications and e-data transmissions, with the objective of
identifying all instances and opportunities ofand for misuse for the purpose ofpersonal gain
or private inurement, and providing solutions that ensure that the MCSD's funds and
assets are not used for personal purposes. It is recommended that the technical consultant
have no permanent employment relationship with the MeSO, but that independent technical
consultants be "brought into the School District", from time to time to review and test the
integrity of MIS operations.

2) Immediately implement a change of management personnel in the MIS Department
in the positions of Director and Associate Director of Management Information
Services.

I trust that this is the response that you needed. Do not hesitate to contact me if you have
any questions or concerns.

Sincerely, .

c--===t: 3£?
----~-4:wrr;rgeD.Cannon, Ed.D.,

Superintendent

»



MOREHOUSE PARISH SCHOOL BOARD

~~;e Cox, P.....de...

~Lo:rDURB, Vice Pruident

T.....! ""lIIa
Dislr\ct I

M.... On.... Jackson
.DioIt"\ct2

<Aoc1lt ~:0lCp. Jr,
Di5lrii:c J

~~"nn....
~~~r CERTIFIED MAIL

"Obtaining Excellence in Educatiuo Through Quality Teadung"

714 South Washington Street
llost Office Box 872
Bastrop, LA 71220

(318) 281·5784
Fax (318) 283·3456

December 27, 2002
RICHARD IIARTLEY

Superintendent

Dr. DanielG. Kyle
Legislative Auditor
P.O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, louisiana 70804-9397

RE: Morehouse Parish School Board

Dear Dr. Kyle:

On behalf of the Morehouse Parish School Board, I am in receipt of your draft of your
investigative audit report on the Morehouse Parish School District.

Please accept this as the response thereto.

You initially stated in your findings that the school district could not provide to you a
contract describing the services to be provided by SEND Technologies, 1.1.C. for year 3. It is
unclear to me as to which school board employees you made inquiry, but I have enclosed as
Exhibit 1 the contract for the period July 1, 2001 through July 1, 2002.

As background for year 2, SEND provided only ISP signal and email services with no
maintenance, installation or equipment.

For year 3, SEND provided'the ISP signal and email service together with new
equipment, maintenance and installation charges. Those additional Items are shown on· Exhibit 1
attached. If you have any questions about It, please contact me.

For ease of reference, I have also enclosed the year 4 contract with SEND. It is attached
as Exhibit 2. As you can see from the contract, if you compare it With others you have received,
the increase met market conditions. It is incorrect to assume that the increase in cost is
attributable to reconfiguration ofT-1Iines. Much of the increase in cost is a result of the needed
replacement of equipment such as routers and switches that were non-functional and whose
warranty had expired and had been obtained from a prior vendor. The completion of the change
in T-1 lines was accompUshed in the fall of 2002. Each school now has the configuration that
allows each school site to by-pass the central office to receive faster internet service.

For the following school year a RFP was proposed and vendors notified.

The basic outline of that procedure is set forth on Exhibit 3, The request for proposals is
set forth on Exhibit 4. There were only two proposals received, one from Bayou Internet and the
other from SEND. They are attached respectively as Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6. Your careful review
will indicate that not only was the SEND proposal more comprehensive, but also at a
SUbstantially lower rate than the Bayou Internet, Inc. proposal. As a result the Morehouse

1t.1..n Equal Opportunity Employer"



Parish School Board voted to accept the proposal by SEND and the contract for it is shown as
Exhibit 7 attached. The proposal submitted further confirmed to the Morehouse Parish School
Board that SEND was providing the services at a more than satisfactory level at or below other
market prices. Accordingly we do not believe that any of the laws set forth in your investigative
audit report were violated and in faet find no factual basis upon which such a claim could be
made. There are no facts set forth in your report that you furnished to me that relate to any of
the statutes you referenced.

I will advise you that the current business manager of the Morehouse Parish School Board
reviews all purchase orders and the business manager insures that services or prodUcts have
been provided in accordance therewith before invoices are paid.

Should you desire any additional information from me or the Morehouse Parish School Board,
please advise.

Sin~1

~'

Richard Hartley, Superintendent
Morehouse Parish School Board

I:\MYRAIKATZ\MPSB\LTR\HartIey2OO2\Lt.7.wpd



OFFICE OF
~CHlANDP~SHSCHOOLBOARD

JOHN R. SARTIN, SUPERINTENDENT
P.O. BOX599

RAYVILLE. LOUISIANA 71269

December 20, 2002
BOARD MEMBERS

ROBERTL.BOUGHTON
Dlatrict 9
President

GINGER PIERCE
Dlstrict 8
VIce President

WILLIAM BURGESS
Dlatricl7

AlBERT C. CHRISTMAN
District 1

JAMES E. HOUGH
Dlstricl4

Daniel G. Kyle, CPA, CFE
Legislative Auditor
State ofLouisiana
P.O. Box 94397
Baton Rouge, LA 70804-9397

Dear Mr. Kyle:

JOHN DAVID KNIGHT
Dlslrict 5 RE: Draft Copy oflnvestigative Audit Report ofRichland Parish School District

GLORIA LAWSON
Distrlct3 With reference to your draft report and the one finding:

DOYAl MCDADE
Dislricl2

CLAUDe MINOR, SR.
Districl 6

Audit
Finding: SEND Billed School District Annual Internet Service Provider (lSP)

Charges Ranging from $80,796 to $80,807 For Enhanced Services That
were not Provided.

Answer: We do not agree with your finding. The Audit Finding contained in your
report is constructed on the mistaken conjecture that a proposed
T-1 line configuration ofRichland Parish Schools to SEND
Technologies would significantly impact Internet service Provider (ISP)
costs to the Parish.

According to our Richland Parish School Board Computing Manager,
Mr. George Gladney, who is our technical advisor, the network
configuration for funding year 199912000 (FY9900) consisted of56K
lines with no 56K school lines connecting to the Central Office. Early in
calendar year 2000, the initial T-I installations were completed and we
began receiving 'Enhanced' service (at no additional ISP costs for the
remainder ofFY9900), The next fimding year, FY0001, had T-llevel
ISP service included in the approved E-Rate funding amounts to match
the service already being provided by SEND Technologies.

The proposed network configuration for FYO102 was discussed by
SEND and Richland personnel based on atheory offdcilitating better
through-put for schools that were considering using video classes



Daniel G. Kyle
Page 2
December 20, 2002

presented by state universities, SEND, and/or other qualified sources.

This configuration was considered as an option to help fill an alarmingly
increasing shortage ofCertified Teachers in our Parish, so that courses
could be offered which were staffed by certified teachers. Please note
that the ISP budget for FYOOO1 and FYO102 are not significantly
different, even though T-1 line configuration changes were proposed.

To date, most ofour schools have not taken significant advantage of
video as a possible method ofclassroom instruction. We have chosen,
primarily based on this reason, not to exercise the option to relocate our
school T-llines to SEND.

SEND Technologies personnel were made aware ofour decision not to
relocate the T-1 lines. SEND Technologies personnel had made it clear
to us that there would be no additional ISP costs associated with the
relocation ofone or more T-1 lines, should we later choose to relocate.
Any relocation would be performed and billed by BellSouth as a one
time cost.

Furthermore, on page 4 ofyour draft report, in the red highlighted box
on the bottom right ofthe page, an absolutely false statement has been
made, i.e., "Although the school district could not provide a contract for
year three, ... ". Mrs. Jeannie Green, Richland Parish Technology
Coordinator, provided your investigators with a copy ofthe contract
(attached) for year three ofE-RATE.

In reference to your recommendation, our school district has followed a
procedure that is similar to your suggestion, and we will continue to
carefully review all payments to ensure that payments are made for only
those services provided. Presently the technology coordinator reviews
all E-RATE contracts and billings. Then, the recommendation for
payment is submitted to the Business Manager, who reviews the E
RATE billing and submits it to the Superintendent for approval of
payment. Checks are written and the Board President and
Superintendent sign the checks for payment.

Richland Parish School District did receive " enhanced services" from
our ISP in year three and year four as descn"bed above. Therefore, I
request that you withdraw this finding.

Sincerely,

ohn R. Sartin, Superintendent
RICHLAND PARISH SCHOOL BOARD
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Richland Parish'SchO@I Board

11J Rotter Street

·Bm1IIe. LA 71049
ZIpCtJI,

(3III 718-5964

5ENP TcygOIog'el. L~.C.

Phone 1# (118)349-0750

Splb # 14301000% Entity 1# 139321
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Order II GFOO=Q1-13-03

T.a lIervlce order coaflrm. tbe parchue al.erviee from SEND Ted!·lIoIogi2••
L.L.C. by tile BkbiaDd Parish Mop. Bo.rd to provide the followinl:

Service per attachment n".. %-IA rOl • total or$So.796

Service Stut D.te: Jqly·l, 2000 (upoa eODOrmation of service Itart date by SLC)
...., , : ,,····_~..,:'·..·~~·MWdVei'i·..,.·Ditc1·J ..1)' I; 2ooi· .' -,,-........ . ,'.' ~ -.

ReBcw.1 or Service: Service term may be renewed by the customer for two
eODS"utive ORe year terms with renewal term to begta July 1,2001 ••d july 1,200%.

Note: nl. profesrionaJ services aammeDt ill e,..tiDgeat Ilpoa the eustomer
reeelvlD, .pprovil or VaJvenai 8emce (E-Rate) applle.tioa ud SUbject to Board
....Udblg·bdu .Do.-approprlation pideUncs. Service rellewm are .bo coatillletlt
up~" E-Rate fUDdiDC appronlud Sltbject to budEetlD:1 approval by tbe customer•

. A~tIl0rlz<dSI.O.""'~ / ~ Dolo I-@~O

Senlte proVlder4/~ DOl. /-,,,-~



Attachment 2-IA
Form Identifier 42000
Entity Number 139321
Vendor· SEND Tech"riologl#!s
FRN - 341968
Parish

Richland Parish

• Schools

11

·.'

Richland Parish School District
Calculation Worksheet
Internet Budget Costs

Discount %

83%

Total
Cost
$80.796

School
Cost

13735

/,

E·Rate
Cost
$67.061

.f
"

Dedicated T1 Intemet seNice for all schools;

• Internet servIce emaD support fo'r all schools; support for schoollntemet Installation. setup and provision for aU eligible servfC8S reqUired
for Internet access. ,



ISP Cost

Timeline for Services for Richland Parish Erate

Fiscal Year

Notes



.- ,.. - .

I I I

Fiscal Yearl 99bo ! 0001 i bl02

~-----------------------------------JL-------------------1--------------------t--------------------
E-Rate Year: 2 i 3 I 4

-------------------------------------.--------------------1i-------------------r--------------------
service Levell 56k I T-l i T-l

_____________________________________1 -~--------------------t--------------------

ISP Cost: $30k ! $80k I $80k

-------------------------------------tr-------------------:r-------------------j--------------------
See Notes: A! I B

Notes
A
B

-T-1 service acquired during 2nd half of FY9900
-proposed relocation could have been exercised



TENSAS PARISH SCHOOL BOARD
D£LYNN VINES. President
JOSEPH M. HAZLlP, Vice.PrMdBllt

TELEPHONE (31 B) 766-3269
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.. _,

w-e; .................. " 11 • • ••••••••••••

p. 0: BOX 31B • 5T. JOSEPH, LOUISIANA 71388

~rnber30,2002

..,.;

Dear Mr. Moore:

Mr. Calvin Moore
Office ofLegislative Auditor
State ofLouisiana
Post Office Box 94397
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804·9397
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This is a response to your letter dated December 12, 2002 concerning the recent audit ~,

report of the Tensas Parish SChool Board.

In reviewing the draft of the audit report, the diagram on page 7 does not,adequately ,
show the configuration ofthe way that the school system received Internet Access,services in
1999/00. Th~ diagram should look like the following:

Send Technology

Tensas
Elementary 64 K '
Changed to TI

Newellton High
School TI

Tensas
Parish
School
Board

Lisbon
Elementary 64K
Changed to Tl

RoUthwood
Elementary 64K
Changed to T1
Closed in May 01



Finding 1: SEND was paid 537,790 for Internet services Dot provided.

Recommendadon:
The School District's Technology Coordinator. Business Manager. and Members ofthe

School District's Finan~ Committee review all E-Rate contracts and billings to ensure that
payments are made only for those services that are provided.

Management's Response:
In year ORe E-Rate funding. SEND Technology found that we had paid an invoice

.twice. The overpayment was returned.

We are aware ofthe overpayment made by the Tensas Parish School Board andUSAC.
Credit has been, issued to the Tensas Parish School Board. A copy has been sent to the
Legislative Auditor's Office. When asked, Send Technologies stated that arrangements are
being made with USAC to correct their overpayment.

The Legislative Auditor has recommended that a committee be formed to review aU
contracts and billls to make sure that only the services being received are paid.

The Firuulce Committee wilJ meet ona monthly basis to review all bills and match them
to the contract for those services rendered.

Fiading 2: SEND blUed scbool districts for eabaneed services Dot
provided.

Reeommendation:
We recommend that the School Board establish policies and procedures to ensure that

.. vendors comply with contraetualagreements.

Management's·Responle:
The vencloris aware of the over billing and is working on calculating the amount of

refund that is dueth,e school system andUSAC.

The Tensas Parish School Board will establish policies and procedures to ensure that
vendors comply with contractual agreements. A committee oftbe Business Manager,
Technology C~rdinator, Secondary Supervisor and Superintendent will review contracts and
bills presented fur payment to ensure tbeycomply with contractual agreements..

.Finding 3: Scbool district failed to mailitain adequate documentation of MOn-Site
. Jotenet Network. Support Sen-iees" performed by SEND.

Recommendations:
We recommend that the School Board establish policies and procedures to ensure that

vendors comply with contractual agreements. In addition. we recommend that the·School
District's Technology Coordinator, Business Manager, and Members of the School District's
Finance Committee review all E·Rate contracts and biUings to ensure that payments are made
only for those services that are provided.



Management's Response: .
The Technology Coordinator is securing documentation (time logs and descriptions of

work performed) from SEND Technology for proofthat they actually worked in The Tensas
Parish School System. Although the Technology Coordinator kept some documentation in a
daily travel log, this was not sufficient to show proofthat they actually worked in the parish.'

A form catled the "Technology Work Order Log" has been developed to document
date, vendor,and work order number assigned by the Technology Coordinator or his
designee. This work order log will be maintained at the Central Office. A "Technology
Repair arid Maintenance Work FO~"lhas been created to document the vendor name, date; ,
time in and time out, number ofhours worked, technician performing the service, location,
and win require a written description ofwork performed. The vendor will check in for work
at the Central Office. They will receive the "Repair and Maintenance Work Form," Then
they will drive to the school bUilding that needs the service'worle performed. . When the work
is completed, this form will be signed by the Teacher, Principai, and Technology Coordinator.
This form will be in three parts. A copy will be maintained at the School, one copy will be
maintained the Accounts Payable Office, and one by the Technology Coordinator.

Should you need any further information, please do not hesitate to call.

dl:;::~4~
Donald H. Pennington
Superintendent

DHPlbv
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1442 ShejJpsi'd Street

Minden, LOUiStl2tt'P,J't"0t.Y~\O: 2\
Telephone: (318) 377-7052

Fax: (318) 377-4114

Carolyn Boyetl
Prasident

RiCkey Killian
VlC,,-Prasident

December 18, 2002
Richard Noles
Superintendent

INayn"t<ng
Asst. Superintendtnt

Mr. Calvin Moore
Legislative Auditor
Post Office Box 94397
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804-9397

Re: Fax date 12118/02 - Send Technologies

Dear Mr. Moore:

We have read your report and the findings therein. Our response is as follows:

1. Send Technologies issued a credit memo in September 2002 (documents
attached). We applied this to our check number 48109 and payments on
invoice 1820. Therefore, the Webster Parish School Board has taken action to
correct the error in question.

2. The Technology Coordinator and Business Manger have been instructed to
jointly review the contract with Send Technologies to assure total compliance
with the agreement in all future invoices submitted for payment.

We appreciate your assistance in this matter and trust this response is will satisfY your
needs.

Sincerel~,.-., (l cb,-' / I j)
~L /y,1
Richard~es
Superintendent

cc: Linda Williams, Technology Coordinator
Fred Evans, Business Manager

An Equal Opponunity Employer
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SEND TECHNOLOGIES LLC
2904 EVANGELINE ST.

MONROE, LA 71201-3724
PH. (31l5) 340-0750
FAX (31B) 340-0580

BILL TO

Webster Parish School Board
P. O. Box 520
Minden, LA 71058-0520
Attn: Linda Williams

P.O. NO. TERMS

Due on receipt

Invoice
DATE INVOICE #

8122/2002 .1820

PROJECT

9 Webster· ISP Service Charges:
SLD approved rate @ 30% to district and 70"10 to SLD
Original invoic~!S for July - March were charged at 26%,
$13,950 monthly charge x 4%

QUANTITY DESCRIPTION RATE
5S8.oo

AMOUNT

5,022.00

Webster. ISP Service Charges:
($4,350) balanc.= for 2001-02 year x 30%

SEE ATTACHED WORKSHEET

-1,305.00 -1,305.00

• •
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SEND
TECHNOLOGms, L.L.C.

2904 Evangeline Street • Monroe, louisiana 71201
Phone: 318.340.0750 • Fox: 318.340.0580

Web Address: http://www.sendtech.net

August 12, 2002

Ms. Linda W'illiams
Technology Coordinator
Webster Parish School Board
1442 Sheppard Street
Minden LA 71055

Dear Ms. Williams:

SEND Technologies LLC has been pleased to provide Internet and related services to
Webster Parish for the past three years. We appreciate your business and hope that we
will continue to meet your expectations for service in the future.

We are also pleased we have been able to institute business practices and controls to
assist the disltrict and SEND with oversight ofoverall services. One of the practices has
been an internal review ofcurrent and prior years. The review examined the Internet
services and internal connection services to verify services and charges.

For the 2001year, there were two options that were considered by the district in
configuration of Internet services. One option was for each school in the district to
connect directly to SEND, bypassing the Technology Center. Another option was to
upgrade the Technology Center to 3 Mbit or more and have schools connect through the
Center. Either option also required the !SP provide service to the school level. The
decision was made to upgrade the service to 3 Mbit and provide routing through the
Technology Center. In addition, it was requested that routers in the schools be upgraded
to new models under a rental charge.

The changes Iwere scheduled to be implemented for the beginning of the 2001 year, but
we delayed fl.Ul implementation at your request pending ERATE approval by the SLD.
As you kno~, the SLD did not approve your application until the end ofthe school year
and the appr~val rate was changed to 30/70%. SEND is providing an adjustment to the
overall ISP sFrvices package based on the delayed implementation. In the original
calculation ~om SEND, we had factored $75.00 per month per school for the bandwidth
upgrade ($7~.OO x 22 schools x 12 months). We had also calculated $100.00 per month
for the route~ equipment rentals ($100.00 x 22 schools x 12 months). Due to the delayed
approvals,~ 3 Mbit upgrade was ordered in June, so there will be no charge for that
service. We idid provide some used routers as loaners to help alleviate some Internet
problems, b~t we are not charging those units as rentals. The attached spreadsheet details
the credit to pe applied.



When we could see that there would be a problem with scheduling implementation, we
withheld billing after the third quarter. Due to an increase in the rate for the district from
26% to 30% there is a balance of$3,717.00. Invoice #1820 is attached. We have billed
the SLD only two quarters at the original quarterly rate; the final billing will reflect a
reduced amount to close the year.

For this year, we are proceeding with the upgrades you requested. The 3 Mbit link was
ordered June125; I will check and veritY cutover and load balancing. We have routers
and related equipment available; we are cutting services over as quickly as we can
without disrupting administration or students.

Again, we awreciate your confidence in SEND and look forward to working with you in
the future. Thank you again for the opportunity to continue serving the district.

Sincerely,

/J1t~
Mark Steven:~on

President
SEND Technplogies LLC



Webster Parish Year4
Reconciliation Worksheet

Services Order Amount 167400
Schools Router

Proposed Calculation Base Rate Rental Other Total
Hncludes 3 mb.i t)

Amount 1300 475 100 0
Months 12 12 12 0
Factor 1 22 22 0
TOTAL 15600 125400 26400 0 167400

Schools Router
Installed Calculation Base Rate Rental Other Total

(includes 3 mbit)
Amount 1300 400 100 0
Months 12 12 12 0
Factor 1 22 0 0
TOTAL 15600 105600 0 0 121200

Variance 46200
Proposed Installed

Total SUI 167400 121200
Partial Billed to Date 125.550 125550
Balance 41,850 -4,350

Note - Rate for school charaes chanQed - 3 Mbit uPQrade delayed for installation
Note - Rental rate eliminated for routers since routers delaved for installation
:(Some routers were uDQraded due to internet problems; no charge for loaned eQuipment)
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Universal Service Administrative Company
Schools & Libraries Division

December 7, 2004
Administrator's Decision on Appe IT)) rn C~ ~ 0W[g fR\

~ DEC 1 0 2004 \1lJ
Brenda Slaugther
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
675 W. Peachtree Street
Atlanta, GA 30375-0001

LEGAL DEPARTMENT

Re: Applicant:
Application Number:
Billed Entity Number:
Funding Year:
Decision Letter Date:
Date Appeal Postmarked:

Union Parish School Board
229706
139313
2001-2002
April 24, 2003
June 24, 2003

Our records show that your appeal was postmarked more than 60 days after the date your
Commitment Adjustment Letter was issued, as shown above. Federal Communications
Commission (FCC) rules require applicants to postmark appeals within 60 days of the
date on the decision letter being appealed. FCC rules do not permit the SLD to consider
your appeal.

If you believe there is a basis for further examination ofyour application, you may file an
appeal with the FCC. You should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your
appeal to the FCC. Your appeal must be POSTMARKED within 60 days of the above
date on this letter. Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of
your appeal. If you are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to:
FCC, Office of the Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further
information and options for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found in the
"Appeals Proc@dure" posted in the Reference Area ofthe SLD web site or by contacting
the Client Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing
options.

Schools and Libraries Division
Universal Services Administrative Company

cc: Tom Snell
Los Union Parish School Board
Marian Highway
Farmerville, LA 71241

Box 125 - Correspondence Unit, 80 South Jefferson Road, Whippany, New Jersey 07981
Visit us online at: www.sl.universalservice.org


